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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE. 
INCORPORATED A.D. 1720. 
FOR SEA, FIRE, LIFE AND ANNUITIES. 
CHIEF OFFICE: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON. 
Foxps, £4,000,000. Crams Par, £37,000,000. 
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INSURANCES ARE GRANTED AGAINST LOSS OR DAMAGE BY FIRE on 
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IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


SHIPPING PROPERTY. 
IMPORTANT TO INVESTORS THEREIN. 
C, W. KELLOCK & CO. 
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Average, Admiralty, &c. Brokers for the Sale 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue xvmence on behalf of the opponents of the Land 
Transfer Bill before the Select Committee closed on Thursday. 
As our readers must have gathered from the rts in our 
columns, it has, on the whole, been singularly able, defivite, 
and varied. The witnesses included a ounveyancing counsel, 
four London solicitors, six country solicitors and two non-pro- 
fessional witnesses, a banker and a witness concerned with 
buildin society operations. In addition to these the Chairman 
of the ers’ Association was called by Mr. Extis on Thurs- 
day, presumably to bless the Bill, but we understand that his 
evidence was not of this character. The case of the promoters 
of the Bill is to be continued on Monday, when Lord Davey is 
to give evidence, 





Mrz. Justice Kexewicn commences his fortnight of heari 
witness actions on Tuesday next. The transfer of thirty s 
actions to this learned judge was signed on the 20th inst., and 
i ee rg that, before the termination of the fort- 
night, the coring Sees Set ed 
with. The list of the actions transferred was not published at 
the time of our going to press. 





Avrsoven tHe Trusts Administration Bill was down for 
second reading on Wednesda ing, the Bill had not been 
issued up to Thursday. The uction and first reading of 
the Bill followed with unwonted celesity on the report of the 
Committee on Trusts Administration, but the celerity ceases to 
pal rege vine -3 Be rte bse githgierdn  xo A Lommmes  a 
—if the details of the measvre are not yet decided on. 





PRUDENT COUNSELS prevailed at the meeting of the bar on 
Tuesday. The resolutions that ‘This meeting is of opinion 
that the bar is competent and entitled to settle 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 22, 1898. 





wr te pean 





Bar,” were withdrawn, and a committee was appointed to confer 
with the benchers, and report to an adjourned meeting of the 
bar. The difficulty with the benchers probably has its origin 
in the claims originally set up by the promoters of the new 
General Council of the Bar. They were right in supposing that 
for any representative body of a profession to exercise muc 
influence it must also possess authority over the members of the 
profession ; they were, as a matter of tactics, wrong in shewin 
a disposition to claim this authority before communications h 
been opened with the benchers, and in assuming to some ex- 


tent an attitude of antagonism to them. The change which 


will give the Bar Council real authority, and place it in a 
anent position, is likely to be gradual, and it will have to 
preceded by practical — of the prudence and judg- 
ment and general capacity for the conduct of affairs of the new 
representative pody. 





Tue Mortcaczes’ Costs Bit has passed the House of 
Conimons, and has a ugh the Standing Committee 
of the House of Lords, so that it may now be considered certain 
to become law. It removes a restriction on solicitor mortgagees 
which erated un: th ny 














gagors. In 
hat a mortgagee is only 





8 the 
to his principal, interest, and costs, the courts have refused 
recognise that the mortgagee can charge anything for his own 

nal trouble. ar asl am aware,” said Fry, L.J., in 
Ti Wallis (38 W. R. 402, 25 Q. B. D. 176), no case is to be 
ound in which the mortgagee has been allowed to charge as 
against the mortgagor, as part of his costs, charges and 
expenses properly incurred, remuneration for work done or 
labour undertaken by himself personally.” Hence in that 
case a solicitor mortgagee was not allowed to charge his 
profit costs of proceedings to realize his security, and so 
in Re Roberts (388 W. R. 225, 43 Ch. D. 52), a solicitor 
was not allowed to charge profit costs against the mort- 
gegor for preparation of a mortgage to himself. Thus a 
solicitor, though of course entitled to employ another solicitor 
on his behalf and throw the costs on the mortgagor, hus 
been debarred from getting costs for exactly the same work 
if done by himself. It has sometimes been thought that the 
result co avoided by the insertion in the mortgage deed 
of an express agreement that the solicitor mortgagee shall be at 
liberty to charge costs, but it is doubtful whether such a stipu- 
lation does not violate the rule that the equity for redemption 
cannvt be clogged by any collateral agreement in favour of the 
mortgagee. The necessity, however, for deciding this question 
will be avoided, and the whole matter put on a satisfactory 
footing by the ing of Mr. Hatpane’s Bill. A solicitor 
mortgagee will be entitled to charge the usual mortgagee’s 
costs, both of the creation of the mortgage and of subsequent 
proceedings in respect of it, exactly as if the mortgage was 
made to a third person, and the solicitor was retained on behalf 
of such third person. 




















Wuar 1s an accumulation for the purchase of land only ? Such 

an accumulation is forbidden by the 

except during the minority of an 
: 










, in 
1893 (Vol. 38, p. 51), it was pointed out that if the word 
‘* only ” were strictly construed, the Act would be rendered prac- 
tically nugatory. This view is borne out by the case of Re 
Daneiin pansan v. Bell (ante, p. 557), where Currry, J., adopted 
the literal construcfion, leaving it to the legislature to pass an 
Amendment Act if they thought fit. As long 
clteenesre investment, er fg 


DD y- D ne recen “ts ; i 
Scumulations should be deemed capital moneys arising under 
the Settled Land Acts, and should be primarily liable to be laid 
out in the purchase of land. Now, as the learned judge pointed 
out, section 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, oivdide eleven 
different ways of investing capital mon the first being 
Government securities. That, he consi was not an interim 


as there is a 
»B AC 
irected 



















Accumulations A 1892, | P 
0 age, 
spe 





investment after the analogy of the old settlements of land with 
powers of sale and directions for inéerim investment of the pro- 
ceeds ; it was, if desired, a.final, and it might be the only in- 
vestment. Then the 3rd sub-section of section 21 brought in 
section 25, with its twenty heads of im ts. They were 


h | no doubt of a permanent nature, and intended for the benefit of 


iculture, but in no conceivable sense amounted to a ‘‘ purchase 
of land.” The direction for capitalization therefore impressed 
no trust which could be called a trust to invest in land only. 
ult of the decision appears to be to afford so oe 

















Ir may be ape whether the poNme acted x 

i e artificial meaning of “‘ acceptance,” whic 
eecagrmee Saw by judicial decision into section 17 of the 
Statute of Frauds. A 1 contract for the sale of goods of the 
value of £10 or upwards could not, under the section, be 
enforced unless (inter alia) there had been an acceptance and 


receipt of of the by the buyer. In their desire to 
uphold as far as possible parol contracts, the courts laid down 
the rule that an forthe purpose of the section need 


such as would debar the buyer 
; it was sufficient if the 


not be an absolute 
from subsequently rejecting the 


buyer dealt with the in such a manner as to recognize a 
contract (per Bowen, L.J., in Page v. Morgan, 15 Q. B. D. p. 233). 
os, w 


The Sale 4 Goods Act 18 ich in section 4 reproduces 
section 17 e Statute o: uds, perpetuates the distinction 
ae “there is an acceptance of goods within the 
meaning of the section, when the buyer does any act in relation 



















Ww 
or not n practice the question whether a particular act 
Tecognizes an existing contract has been found to be a highly 


disputable matter, and the difficulty is illustrated by the 
circumstances of — & Co. v. Woreed 43 W. R. 578), the first 
case decided since the weg © e of Goods Act. A 
written contract for the purchase of hay, which had expired 
owing to the hay not being delivered at the a ey date, 
was Ses for a subsequent date. Upon the hay 
being deliv © buyer took a sample and said :—‘‘ This hay 
is not up to my sample and I won’t have it.” The county court 
judge held that there was an acceptance within the meaning of 
section 4. The Divisional Court Gs W. R. 270) differed from 


him, pointing out that the contract recognized by the buyer was 
really the previous written contract, and as to anythin 


subsequent, he had done only what an intending buyer wo 
<" have put an end to any such a 
the question w 


do, e Court of A 
er an act has 


question of 













case 
julge might reasonably 
and hence it was not subject to 





Th ies ot = portant contracts to be i 

a ° e policy o: iring im con’ in 
= pd is an istelligible por and is adopted by the law. The 
disinclination to let men iate though merely verbal, 
ible for theconstruction 
ut by the courts on section 17 of the Statute of Frauds. But 


bave arrived 


contracts, is also intelligible, and is 

it is a construction opposed to the policy of the law, and 
introduces a very f test for the enforceability of a 
contract. The law would have gained in certainty had the 
judicial refinement on the Statute of Frauds been repudiated by 


the Legislature in framing the Sale of Goods Act, 





Tx pxctstons of Lord Ozanworts, O., and Lord CuzLMsrorD, 
C., in v. (1 De G. & J.1) and Coope v. Cresswell 
(L. R. ae 8 | ively, left an im 

uestion as to the of payment of interest in avoiding the 


tatute of Limitations. In oddam vy. Morley, the real question 
was whether pa: of interest on a specialty debt by the 
tenant for life of land kept up the remedy for the debt 
as against the remaindermen, but Onanworrs, in d 

it, distinctly adopted the iple that the effect of payment 
of interest is to set free action on the specialty generally, 
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“When,” he said (1 DeG. & J. p. 19), “a peunant or 
payment of interest has been made, which e effect of 
preserving any right of action, that right will be saved, not only 
against the party making the payment, but also against all other 
parties liable on the specialty.” In Coope v. on the 
other hand, Lord Oxetusrorp, while not ap a 
by tenant for life would bind those in inder, to 
allow that payment by a person interested in one estate derived 
under the specialty debtor would bind persons interested in 
another estate derived under him, or would bind his personal 
estate. A similar principle had been previously acted upon by 
Lord Westsury, ©., in Dickenson v. Teasdale (1 D. J. & 8. 52), 
but its correctness seems to be doubthale In Pears v. Laing 
(L. R. 12 Eq. 41), Bacon, V.C., followed Roddam v. Morley 


Gip “Samer i tr! 
v—eww~nsns 


a notwithstanding the criticisms on it in Coope v. Cresswell, and in 
; Blake v. Gale (22 Ch. D. p. 823) the effect of payments by 
he ) persons interested in mortgaged real estate in keeping alive the 
he remedy against the personal estate of the m r was 
ol ri admitted. However, in the recent case of Stewart v. England 
‘to (43 W. R. 491), Coope v. Cresswell has been followed as an 
a unimpeachable authority. By a marriage settlement made in 
‘ed 1870 the father of the husband charged real estate in favour of 
oe the trustees of the settlement, and covenanted to pay the sum 
! charged. He devised the real estate to the husband, who took 


the first life interest under the settlement, in fee, and died in 

















3). F 1871. The husband remained in possession of the real estate for 
oni more than twelve years, and ultimately it was discovered that 
ne the real estate was unable to pay the charge. No active ‘ai * 
the had been taken to keep alive the remedy on the covenants, It 
on was assumed that, since the husband was the person both to 
Te receive and pay the interest, there had been a payment sufficient 
aa for the purpose of the Statute of Liwitations (Burrell vy. Earl of 
a Egremont, 7 Beav. 205; Zopham v. Booth, 35 Ch. D. 607), but 
hl nevertheless Kexrewicu, J., held that the nal estate had 
mmf been discharged. The decision, in adhering to tee v. Cresswell, 
icot y makes the law more unsettled than it was before. As 
A M between Roddam y. Morley—or rather the principle on which it 
ak was based, that payment of interest sets free the action 
ate canta. BW Coope vy. Cresswell, recent opinion has been in 
hay favour of the former case. It must now be allowed that each is 
hay a good authority, and, until the question has been before the 
vast Court of Appeal, it will be impossible to say with confidence 
of whether payments in respect of specialty debts made in respect 
ees of one part of a testator’s estate do or do not affect the remedy 
was against another part. In the case of simple contract debts a |. 
sing different principle comes in. The ee gem: to save the statute 
ould must imply a promise to pay the debt, and this ise onl 
cals i binds the persons by whom it is made (Yordham'v. Watlis, 
een 10 : 
mm of 
here Lorp Herscuert’s Bit to amend the Inebriates Acts, 1879 
was and 1888, and the law respecting drunkenness generally, pro- 
ably es that the court should be empowered to commit to an 
ot to inebriate reformatory for a maximum period of five years any 
De in erson who is convicted of drunkenness in a public place or on 
The icensed premises, if he has more than once during the preceding 
rbal, twelve months been convicted of a like offence, and the court is 
ction satisfied that he is an habitual drunkard. This is not a pro- 
But posal that can possibly pass muster. It may be desirable that 
and there should be some means of dealing with those chronic cases 
of & of inebriety with which all magistrates are unpleasantly familiar 
| the otherwise than by utterly tantlosees] tase or terme 42 oh rison- 
od by ment. But public opinion will certainly not tolerate ex- 
tremely drastic remedy embodied in the clauses which we have 
just summarized. It may be interesting to review briefly the 
growth of legislation on this subject. It was not till 1859 that 
FORD, Parliament did anything in the matter. In that year a provision 
aswell was inserted in a Scotch Lunacy Act (29 & 30 Vict. ¢. 51, s, 16), 
rtant under which an inebriate might voluntarily apply at an asylum 
ig the for treatment. It is needless to say that this did no good. 
estion “* Whether an habitual drunkard,” says Prof. Garrpyer, “ is ever 
ny the insane or not, to ask him to declare himself to be so is practieall 
debt to court defeat, as everyone must know who has had to do 
siding this unfortunate class at all.” After this nugatory effort the 
ent of question slept till 1870, when the late Dr. Donatp DateymrLe 
rally. introduced a Bill upon the subject into the House of Commons, 











This measure provided for the 
drunkards (1) on their own that were 
such, and they desired to be admitted ; and (2) by the order 
of a magistrate on the request of a near relatiy pow or 
guardian, or on the certificate of two duly qualitied m 
practitioners and the affidavit of a credible witness. All that 
the introduction of this Bill accomplished was the appointment 
of a Select Committee of the House of Commons to inquire into 
fn teroer of Ge sonpebely tertimieton at eohiedl Sema 
in favour 0 6 com o 1 

and Dr. secon’ Gee Ua its chairman, re-introduced 
his Bill. His death, however, prevented this measure from 
being proceeded with, and it was not till 1877 that Dr. Cawzron, 
M.P. for Glagow, brought in another Bill, drafted on the same 
lines as the Bill of 1870. It into law as the Inebriates 
Act, 1879, but not before the com: ry clauses had been 
abandoned in uence of the opposition which they 
had to face. The Inebriates Act, 1888, amended the Act of 
1879 on two points of minor detail alone. The experience which 
we have had of the working of these measures— whose general 
scope is too well known to need description—has demonstrated 
three things—first, that power of comp committal must be 


ission into retreats of habitual 


given to the courts unless the present Acts are to prove prac- 
tically a failure ; secondly, that the maximum of deten- 
tion in a retreat (viz., one year) is too short ; lastly, that 
the inability of the licensees of retreats to compel their patients 


to work seriously detracts from the salutary influence of the 
régime, These defects Lord Hxnrsouztt’s Bill removes. 
The High Court and the county court (subject to an a) to 
the High Court) are to be empowered to commit oye 


— to Bey = comp . The —— um = 
etention is rai rom one to two years, and any patient w 
wilfully neglects or refuses to do work prescribed by regulations 
under Ct is Tia ; " 











THE “TAPE PRICES” CASE, 


Tux case of The Te - (Limited) v. Co 
(reported elsewhere), in e plainti sweety Te- 
strain the defendant, an outside broker ee 
ory & Oo., from making use of Stock information 

obtained ay Sam, selees 0 Se eee opyrigh 
anit} an application ; 
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tection of works of t literary value. Such protection — 
was merely one of its objects, the main object being to amend 

the law of copyright generally, and printed matter i 

entitled D pro action nich ni ' 









as th hat 18 
literary form with which he 
work, but the information which he has collected, 
literary form is merely the means of i th 
who are in need of it, and are willing to pay a price for 
best example is afforded by v. 1 
ey he pow: V.0., _ inj to com- ij 

and publisher of a another 
pad sade hee af the intone i 


R. 
protect 
Epotiony. toe - 
of his own rival publication. The di 
value- it was not a 
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the world—but it necessarily 
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principle of the judgment was that the 
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information and publish it to the world, but the Vice-Chancellor 
held that to do so without infringing the copyright in the exist- 
ing directory he must procure the information quite independ- 
ently. Similarly in Ma “C. 


rovect, vi : AGS p 
teen published as an advertisement, and in Z7gd¢ duziliary Co. 
v. Middesboroudt Tradesmen’s Protection Association (40 Ch. D. 
425) a compilation 0 of registered bills of sale and deeds of 
arrangement was held to be a proper subject of copyright. 

On the principle of these cases the Exchange Telegraph Oo.’s 
case was clear. By permission of the Committee of the Stock 
Exchange, they employed a member of the Stock Exchange to 
collect the current prices of stocks. These were telegraphed to 
the company, who in turn transmitted them to their subscribers, 
the prices being printed off on tapes by machines placed in the 
offices of the subscribers. The company also printed the prices 
in a daily newspaper which they published aaae for the purpose 
of making the information copyright. The defendant was 
originally one of the subscribers, but the Stock Exchange 
Committee objected to the prices being supplied to him, and 
the Exchange Telegraph Oo. Paes effect to the objection by 
terminating their agreement with him. He succeeded, however, 
in inducing other subscribers to furnish him with the prices as 
they received them, and these he printed for his own purposes. 
Maruew, J., held that he had infringed the company’s copyright 
in their newspaper. The necessity for “literary value” he held 
to be excluded by Kelly v. Morris and the other cases above 
referred to, and, so far as the substance of the newspaper went, 
it was clear that it was entitled to protection within the principle 
of those cases. The information was collected at the Exchange 
Telegraph Co.’s expense, and, according to Kelly v. Morris, the 
defendant was not entitled to publish it unless he had obtained 
it independently. 

The only difficulty arises from the recent decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Chilton v. so Printing Co. (ante, p. 380; 1895, 
2 Ch. 29). There it was held that the puDlication of the gist of 
opinions as to probable winners of races given in a sporting 
journal was no infringement of copyright. It was said by Lord 

Bury that the opinions were not in the nature of “ literary 
composition,” though Linney, L.J., was careful to avoid 
defining what this phrase means. As a matter of fact any 
idea expressed in printed words seems to involve literary com- 
position of some sort, and whether it is in a form which will 
commend itself to a critic is immaterial. The important thing 
is the information of which the literary composition is the 
mere expression, and this information may be of value, 
even though it is merely the statement of an opinion. The 
opinion of an expert is as fairly entitled to protection as infor- 
mation obtained by the labour and at the expense of the com- 
piler of a book. Marnew, J., distinguished the case by sug- 
gesting that the Court of Appeal thought the sporting opinions 
to be mere worthless guesses. While, however, the actual 
decision may have been right, it is possible that the judgments 
lay too much stress on literary form, and too little on the matter 
of the publication, as the proper subject of copyright. 

Apart from this question, the Exchange Telegraph Oo. main- 
tained they had a cause of action in the fact that the defendant 
had procured their subscribers to break their contracts. It was 
a term of the agreement between the company and their 
pe aaa = bo latter = use the information as to 
prices only for their own business purposes. The law as 
to the interference by a third party Pith the performance 
of a contract is now well settled. The contract is not 
a form of property which a stranger interferes with, as in 

at his peril. He may have good reasons for desirin 
to prevent its fulfilment, and, if he acts from disinterested 
motives, he is safe. Technically the i in 
which malice is an_esse 
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che plain or Of naling th 
the plaintiff Ter Brerr, L.J., in 

“the present case the object of the 


pin 
at the expense 
Bowen ¥- Hall, vapre). Ta the 
defendant “Was to benefit himself, and Maruew, J., considered 


(as this result must necessarily be to cause loss to the plaintiff 
company. Hence, both on this ground and on the ground of 





infringement of copyright, he held that they were entitled to an 
injunction. 





COSTS AS BETWEEN SOLICITOR AND CLIENT. 
On further consideration of this matter, which was shortly referred 
to ante, p. 480, it is worth while to investigate the law which pre- 
vailed in Chancery with regard to the payment of these costs by 
an unsuccessful opponent, and to consider whether there is not 
now general jurisdiction to the same effect. 

That there was and is jurisdiction in some cases to award these 
costs is treated in the text books asa matter of exception from 
the general jurisdiction, or at least practice, of the courts, 
and is there confined to charges of scandal and attacks upon 
trustees of such a nature that they would be entitled to take 
the difference of their costs out of their trust fund; but in 
Mordue y. Palmer (1879, 6 Ch. 22), where the question arose 
as to whether an arbitrator had any general power, under a 
reference which included a power over the costs, to award costs 
as between solicitor and client, it was held by the Court of 
Appeal that he had; Metuisn, L.J., saying, “The common 
law courts have no power to give costs between solicitor and 
cliéir;>and, therefore, when there is a reference, the arbitrator 
cannot give any other than costs between party and party. But 
it ig otherwise with courts of equity ; and [, therefore, think that 
when a reference as to costs is made by a court of equity, the 
court gives the arbitrator jurisdiction to award costs as between 
solicitor and client if he shall think fit.” 

This case was clear enough, though it was not on this point 
very elaborately argued ; and, moreover, in Anderson’s case (1881, 
17 Ch. D. 373), such costs were given against a company by 
Matins, V.C., in an action to rectify the register “by way of 
damages ”’—apparently with some argument, see 50 L. J. Ch. 
269; but Jessen, M.R., in Willmott v. Barber (Ib. 772, C. A.), 
denied that the court had any power to order any party to pay a 
sum by way of penalty beyond the costs of the claim and 
counter-claim. So in Cockburn v. Edwards (29 W. R. 136, 18 
Ch. D. 449, C. A.), the court reversed that part of Mr. Justice 
Fry’s judgment which ordered the defendant to pay the differ- 
ence between party and party and solicitor and client costs by 
way of damages, on the ground that “it is not according to law.” 

However, the whole matter was exhaustively reargued before 
the Court of Appeal in Andrews y. Barnes (86 W. R. 705, 
39 Ch. D. 133), a case in which a claim had been made against 
the trustees of a fund by certain who asserted that they were 
cestuis que trust. Kay, J., had said in the court below, “I 
think that it is the duty of the court to protect this fund, 
and, so far as I can, I shall take care that it shall not be bur- 
dened with one farthing of the costs of this most unjustifiable 
litigation. I have always understood that in a proper case the 
court has jurisdiction to order the unsuccessful party in an action 
to pay the costs as between solicitor and client.” The Court of 
Appeal included Corton, L.J., who had also delivered judgment in 
Cockburn v. Edwards, and Fry, L.J., who had been judge of first 
instance in Wilmott v. Barber and Cockburn v. Edwards, and the 
judgment was in this case delivered by the latter. He examined 
minutely the General Orders of the court made in the seventeenth 
century, which showed an absolute control over the costs, and 
further said, *‘ The records of the Court of Chancery during the 
last century shew that in numerous cases it has exercised the 
right of giving costs between attorney and client, or, to use the 
more recent language of the cases, between solicitor and client. 
Such costs were awarded in the cases of Attorney-General v. 
Haberdashers’ Co. (4 Bro. C, C. 178) and Currie y. Pye (17 Ves, 
[ 462), to an heir-at-law made a party to a suit relative to a charity; 
in Ex parte Thorp (1 Ves. 394), to creditors of a bankrupt who, 
as petitioners, applied in bankruptcy to set aside a commission 
fraudulently sued out to clear the bankrupt from his debts; in 
Dungey v. Angove (2 Ves. 304), to a landlord made defendant by a 
tenant to a bill of interpleader, which had been brought by 
the tenant in collusion with a stranger; in Ex parte Simpson 
(15 Ves. 476), and numerous other cases on the ground of scandal; 
in Edenborough vy. Archbishop of Canterbury (2 Russ. 93), to the 
Attorney-General, and also to the Archbishop of Canterbury and 
the Bishop of London, where the plaintiff sought to restrain the 
induction of a particular person ; in Palmer vy. Walesby (16 W.R 
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924, L. R. 8 Ch. 732), against the next friend to a person in whose 
name a bill had been filed by this next friend falsely alleging him to 
be of unsound mind. In none of the cases which we have consulted 
has the court stated any limitation of its jurisdiction to award 
costs as between solicitor and client, though various circumstances 
have been stated as influencing the discretion of the court—in 
some cases to vindicate the honour and justice of the 
court, and in Palmer v. Walesby, on the ground of the 
right of the applicant to indemnity, the reason assigned by 
Mr. Justice Kay for awarding them in the present case. 
From this consideration of the earlier authorities we conclude 
that there was inherent in the Court of Chancery at the time of 
its abolition a general and discretionary power to award costs as 
between solicitor and client to a successful party, as and when 
the justice of the case might so require, and that Mr. Justice Kay 
therefore had jurisdiction to make the order which he pronounced, 
and consequently that this appeal fails.” The court dissented 
from Cockburn v. Edwards and followed Mordue vy. Palmer, 
but carefully expressed no opinion as to the jurisdiction of judges 
of the High Court in matters of common law. 

In addition to the cases cited by Fry, L.J., it is useful to 
notice Simpson v. Malherbe (13 W. R. 887, 4 Giffard 707), in 
which a suit, which the court considered to have been improperly 
instituted, was dismissed with costs as between solicitor and 
client, Stuart V.C. saying, “ When the court finds that a suit 
is instituted not bond fide for the direct ostensible purpose, but 
with a view to some ulterior and improper purposes, its duty is 
to see that those who are improperly sued in such a matter 
have justice done to them by a full and proper indemnity 
against all the expenses which they have unjustifiably been 
obliged to incur,’ also see Forester v. Read (19 W. R. 114, 6 
Ch. App. 40), where the plaintiff was ordered to pay the costs of 
irrelevant allegations of fraud, and Kevan vy. Crawford (6 Ch. D. 
29, C.A.) where charges of immorality were dismissed as scandalous 
and irrelevant. 

Thus it is plain that in equity there was and is jurisdiction to 
award costs as between solicitor and client in all cases in which 
the judge thinks it proper to give them. It is equally plain that 
Hi in all its es has now the 
in cases where the old courts of equity jurisdiction 


sa 
(Andrews v. Barnes, ubi supra.) 


But since these decisions were pronounced a very important 
step forward has been taken by the passing of the Judicature Act 
of 1890, which, by section 5, gives legislative sanction e 
provisions of R. 8. C., ord. 65, r. 1, except with regard to the 
“provisoes, one of which was, that in matters before a jury the costs 
should follow the event unless otherwise ordered for good cause. 
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This proviso and the one saving the costs of trustees and mort- | 
i ees have been dropped, and although section 5 is made subject 


e Judicature Kules, it 1s pretty obvious that these provisoes 
exist no longer (see Knows Frat TS W. KR. 442; 1895, 1 Ch. pam 
538), especially as fhe section » “and the court or judge shall 


have full power to determine by whom and to what ootest-such 


costs are to be paid.” 

“Té seems likely enough that a more liberal line of construction 

than that adopted by the judges in dealing with section 25, sub- 

section 11, of the Judicature Act, 1873, would have allowed the 

courts of common law to give solicitor and client costs wheré the 

judge thought it proper; but that chance having slipped away 
yond recovery, the present opportunity should not be lost to 





endeavour to reconcile the practice of the two divisions, eo that ad 


the costs may be claimed in proper cases both at law and in 
equity. 

It clear from the decisions that this section 5 has conferred 
new powers on the courts. Thus in the a cont Council y. 
Chure c.. of West Ham (40 W. ; 2, 2 
CEB, 173) tt Wenrn held that section 5 is a general enact- 
ment, and added, *‘ Then it is said the words of section 5 should 
be allowed their full import, unless there is something in the 
context which shews that they must be read with a more limited 
meaning. That is true enough.” Then, in the case of Re 
Fisher (1894, 1 Ch. 58), Currry, J., said, “It is plain that 
the Legislature was not simply re-enacting that rule (rule 1 of 









































intention was merely to give jurisdiction where it already existed, 
there was no reason for aiding the concluding wards of the 
section, kc. Here is a clear conmrrine of jurisdiction.” And he 
gave the petitioners their costs of payment out of moneys for the 
compulsory purchase of land a special Act. is was 
affirmed in the Court of Appeal (42 W.R. 241; 1894, 1 Ch., at p. 
450). Again, in Reg. v. Court wh London JJ., Sc. (42 W. R. 
225; 1894, 1 Q. B., at p. 461), Kay, L.J., says, “section5 . . . 
no doubt enianges the jurisdiction.” Cave, J., held the same in 
Freeman v. Creneral lishing Co. (42 W. R. 539; 1894,2 Q. B. 
380), and in Reg. v. Jones (42 W.R. 607; 1894, 2 Q. B. 382) the 
Divisional Court, consisting of Cave and Coruins, JJ., came 


to the same conclusion; and so did Kexrwicn, J., in Knox's 
Trusts (43 W. R. 442; 1895, 1 Ch. 538). 


It is cles, el that both branches of the High Court had, 
before the last Act, ju ction to give solicitor and client costs ix 













es with heir equitab u diction: th i ct o 1890 
- - egards party costs, and 
&lso enables the judge to determine ‘‘to what extent” “ the costs 


of and incidental to all proceedings” are to be paid. The words 
‘* incidental to ”’ aren addition to the usual ath directing the 
payment of party and party costs, and are sufficient to cover 
solicitor and clients costs, even without the words “to what 
extent”; but, of course, they do not cover “ charges and expenses.” 
If it became general to grant these costs, some approximation 
would have been attained towards the desirable object of indemni- 
fying the successful party from loss, though in many cases he 
would have enough to meet under the head of “charges and 
expenses.” 








THE LATE MR. HACKWOOD, 


WE —_ to announce the death, at the age of sixty-four years, of 
Mr. WILLIAM Hackwoop, who, since the year 1879, has me the 
senior partner in the firm of Linklater, Hackwood, Addison & 
Brown. Mr. Hackwoop had for some m past been in weak 
health, and a severe attack of influenza in the early part of the year 
produced very serious consequences, which his h was not suffi- 
cient to overcome, He died very quietly at his house at Staines on 
the 13th inst. 

Mr. Hackwoop was articled, in the year 1846, to Mr. Jouw 
LINKLATER, who had shortly before commenced to practise in the 
City, especially attaching himself to the Bankruptcy Court, then in 
Basinghall-street, in which his great ability and power as an advo- 
cate speedily gained him a foremost 

Mr. Hackwoop was admitted in the year 1854. In 1856, in the 
case of the British Bank, he discovered the process by which 
the administration of the assets of the bank was brought within the 


jurisdiction of the Bankru; Court, notwi ing that proceed- 
ing o wind it up wore taken in Chancery. "No doubt there are man 
members of the fession who remem the conflict whi 
settled the jurisdiction of the former court, and the subsequent 


examination and prosecution of the directors, conducted by Mr. 
TER. The case was the first a 


pplication against directors of 


the penal provisions of the Acts then in force relating to the publica- 
Herd fi balance-sheets and reports, and excited m public 
in 


For many years Mr. Hackwoop took part in the majority of the 
large mercantile and other failures in the City, of late years, 
the removal of the court to Lincoln’s-inn and the c pe sae 
istration have largely reduced the active part formerly taken in them 
“S aanees hd hege of the 

. CKWOOD a i various systems 

pe cng tag A rag to the Pt ty of failed estates, and his 
vice in difficult arrangements was widely sought. His assistance 
was also often invoked in the settlement of rules and matters of 


jure. 
Mr. Hackwoop was universally . 
recognized by all who knew him, whilst his never-failing 
and courtesy secured him the warm friendship of all with whom 
was associated. woah Ss hepe sgt og ng felt by 

























order 65), for it adds the proviso as to ‘the ex ons 
of any statute’ which was not to be found in the rule, and if the 
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REVIEWS. 
THE MERCHANT SHIPPING ACT, 1894. 


Tue Mercnuant Surprine Act, 1894. Epirep, with NorTes AND 
REFERENCES TO DECIDED Cases. By THoMAS EDWARD SorvT- 
ton, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

Tre Mercuant Surppine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 60). WITH 
AN INTRODUCTION, NOTES, INCLUDING ALL CASES DECIDED UNDER 
THE FORMER ENACTMENTS CONSOLIDATED IN THIS ACT; A COM- 
PARATIVE TABLE OF SECTIONS OF THE FORMER AND PRESENT 
Acts; AN APPENDIX OF RULES, REGULATIONS, Forms, &0., AND 
a Copious INDEX. By RoBERT TEMPERLEY, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Tue Supping Cope. BEING THE Mercuant Suippine ACT, 
1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 60); wiTH INTRODUCTION, NoTEs, TABLES, 
RvuieEs, OrDERS, FoRMS, AND A FULL INDEX. By ALEXANDER 
PUuLuinG, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 


The Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, which, with its 748 sections and 
22 schedules, is the longest Act on the statute book, has not failed 
to find able editors. Mr. Scrutton is well known as a specialist in 
shipping law. His endeavour has been to produce a working edition 
of the Act suitable both for lawyers and for business men and cap- 
tains. In the front of the book he usefully places a list of offences 
created, and of penalties imposed by the Act. The multifarious lia- 
bilities of i shipping —_ _ evidenced by = fact that the list 
occupies eighteen pages. He then passes to the text of the Act, a 
pre tinh wn itu note being prefixed to several of the parts, and the 
Act being annotated in footnotes. Its bulk forbids anything like 
lengthy explanation, and indeed it is not necessary. Where points 
arise which require elucidation, as in the sections dealing with mort- 
g of ships, the notes are full, and they clearly expound the law 
and guide the reader to the authorities, but in general Mr. Scrutton 
is able to be brief. The value of any edition of the Act must consist 

'y in the cross-references, ere Mr. Scrutton says he has 

ae to run the risk of offending by excess, than of failing to 

elp through insufficiency, and the notes shew how thoroughly he 

has done this part of his task. The appendix contains over a hundred 

of matter of use in connection with the Act, including the 

orletions for Preventing Collisions at Sea, and the General Rules 
for Investigation into Shipping Casualties. 

The main object of Mr. Temperley’s book, as stated in the preface, 
is to collect in the form of concise notes appended to the several 
sections of the new Act all the judicial decisions under the earlier 
Acts which remain of authority. This work he has done with 

t care and thoroughness, as witness the note to section 503 
which continues the former provision as to the limitation of a ship- 
owner’s liability, but it is by no means the only service he renders to 
the reader. An elaborate comparative table shews at a glance where 
the various sections of the repealed Acts are reproduced in the con- 
solidating Act, and conversely the marginal notes to the sections of 
the present Act carry the reader back to the source of the section in 
the earlier statutes. This assistance is also given in Mr. Scrutton’s 
book. In a short introduction Mr. Temperley indicates generally the 
character of the Act; he specifies the changes in the law which it has 
effected ; and he indicates the provisions of the earlier Merchant 
Shipping Acts and of cognate Acts which remain unrepealed. In the 
notes to the Act he has, like Mr. Scrutton, recognized the importance 
of being liberal with cross-references, and this assistance is supple- 
mented by the very copious index which he has furnished. This 
occupies more than 120 pages. The ten pages devoted to ‘‘ Offences ” 
correspond in a measure to the table referred to above at the begin- 
ning of Mr. Scrutton’s book. Mr. Temperley has certainly produced 
a very able and useful edition of the Act. Amongst the matter in 
the appendix he gives the proposed international regulations fur pre- 
venting collisions st sea. 

Mr. Pulling also has produced a serviceable edition of the Act, and 
though it cannot rival the others in exposition and in reference to 
authorities, or in the matter of cross references, it affords the reader 
much of the assistance he will ordinarily require. The mechanism for 
collating the present Act with its sesteneizoes is as complete as in 
Mr. Temperley’s book, and there is a very elaborate index. A dis- 
tinctive feature of the book is the introduction, in which Mr. Pulling 
has given an roscoe, A historical sketch of shipping legislation, has 
described the scope of the consolidating Act ont the c es effected 

it, and has presented an outline of its provisions, The task of 

iting so lengthy and important a statute is one which entails great 
labour, and for the exercise of no slight ability and ingenuity 
on the part of anyone who successfully. undertakes it. ] 
and the shipping world are fortunate in that it has fallen inte such 
competent hands. 





- not on the structural cost 


THE LAW OF RATING, 


THE Law AnD Practice oF Rating. By Epwarp JAMzs Castiz, 
Q.C. Turrp Eprrion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


THE PRINCIPLES OF RATING PRACTICALLY CONSIDERED AS THEY 
AFFECT THE ASSESSMENT OF RAILwAys, Dooxs, TRAMWAYs, Gas 
AND WATER Works, CoaL AND OTHER Mings, Execrric Lieur- 
InG WorkKs, MANUFACTORIES, AND OTHER HEREDITAMENTS, WITH 
A CoMPLETE DIGEST OF ALL THE MORE IMPORTANT CASEs, 
INCLUDING SEVERAL DECISIONS NOT PREVIOUSLY REPORTED, A 
COLLECTION OF THE PRINCIPAL STATUTES AND THE LAST ORDERS 
OF THE Lonpon County Session. By Epwarp Boy Lz, Bar- 
rister-at-Law, and G. HumpHreys-Davies, Fellow of the Sur- 
veyors’ Institution and an Arbitrator under appointment of the 

of Trade. Sconp Epirion. William Clowes & Sons 

(Limited). 

The law of rating, although of a very special character, is responsible 
for a multitude of borwms 4 and, in the absence of detailed statutory 
enactments, these have been the means of establishing principles of 
great interest and importance. The podem are very clearly ex- 
plained in Mr. Castle’s book. In the forefront he places the question 
of exemption from rating. The Crown is exempted because it is not 
mentioned in 43 Eliz. c. 2, the statute upon which the whole matter 
rests; but Mr. Castle points out the injustice of the exemption, and 
urges its abolition (p. 31). It extends far beyond the private pro- 

y of the Crown, and has the effect of increasing local ‘pula 
or the benefit of the nation as a whole. A similar exemption was 
formerly thought to apply to property used for public yn ; but 

the notion was exploded by te Mersey Docks case (11 H. L. C. 443), 

There remain the special statu exemptions—notably the exemp- 

tions in favour of societies established exclusively for the purposes 

of science, literature, or the fine arts—which have honk, and continue 
to be, « fertile source of litigation. The decision in The Art Union of 

London v. (42 W. R. 690) is noticed by Mr. Castle in the 

appendix (p, 616). A still more recent one—Royal Agricultural , 


Society v. St. George’s—is reported ante, p. 557. ~~ 

Throughout the book prominence is naturally given to the decision 
of the House of Lords in the London Sewers’ Cases (42 W. R. 330; 
1893, A. C. 562). This follow e Mersey ke cuse in holding 
property devoted to public purposes to be rateable. In conjunction 


with earlier cases it laid down that the vests need Hot be capable 
of yielding a profit; it is sufficient if Tf is v: @; it se a 


Tauon, in Occupation of property a8 Owners, may be regarded 
as possible tenants for the purpose of ining the rent which 
that singular fiction, the hypothetical tenant would pay, although in 
fact the corporation is debarred from taking the property on lease; 
and it prescribed the mode in which the rental value of indirectly 
productive property is to be determined. The mode of assessing 
directly aeeteaion property which has no market value is taken from 
the theories of the political economists. Itis shortly stated by Mr. 
Castle at p. 135, Toon the gross receipts deduct expenses, interest 
on capital, and tenant’s profit, and the surplus must go to the land- 
lord as rent. For the case of indirectly productive properties, like 
sewers belonging to a public authority, if is necessary to take the 
capital value of the property and c @ percentage on this as rent. 
Whether such percentage should be uniform, or should vary accord- 
ing as the owners can borrow money at ahigh or low rate of interest, 
is * sd“ +e on — Mr. on ey the oo of 
Lord Herschell, C., in favour of a varying percentage (see p. 203). 

The above are some of the more important questions with which 
Mr. Castle deals. In the later part of the book the pzixciples of 
rating are applied to different classes of property—canals, railways, 
gas, and water und ings, &. A — of the chapter on 
railways vividly presents to the reader complexity of the ques- 
tions which have been raised, but Mr, Castle succeeds in making 
their solution clear so far as this can be done without reference to 
actual figures. The utility of the book has been increased by the 
introduction of several chapters on procedure. 

Messrs. Boyle & Humphreys-Davies include in their book a useful 
and well arranged digest of reported cases, and this accounts for one- 
third of its bulk. The main characteristic of the text is the carefal 
and exhaustive consideration which is given to the principles of 
rating. In Chapter III., on ‘‘ Annual Fale,” a foundatio n is laid 
bya Maa ion of the theory of rent, and in the next two chapters, 
on ‘‘The Application of the Theory of Annual Value” and ‘‘ The 
Contractor’s Theory of Rent,” the authors lay down the principles of 
rating applicable respectively to property which has a market value, 
to property in respect of which evidence can be given of trade profits, 
po to property which must be assessed by calculating a percentage 
on the structural cost. The probiems dealt with are the same as in 
Mr. Castle’s book, but the authors have no pains to present 
clearly the theory of annual value, and to shew how the theory 
works in practice, They notice, for instance, that where the con- 
tractor’s theory of rent is apeteatie, the percentage is to be calculated 

ut on the structural value, which by 
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reason of part of the works becoming ee eS ae 
different ae 217). ¥ 9 special propertica, he principles 
to the rating of railways and other i i e C 

to be applied are those already ascértained, but the great diversity of 
circumstances makes their ip eer a matter of no ordinary diffi- 
culty. Messrs. Boyle and Humphries-Davies’ work will be found 
indispensable in all special questions on the law of rating. 





COPYHOLD ENFRANCHISEMENT. 


THE LAW AND PRACTICE ON ENFRANCHISEMENTS AND COMMUTA- 
TIONS AS WELL BY THE ComMMON LAW AS UNDER THE COPYHOLD 
Act, 1894, AND OTHER AocTs; WITH PRacricat DIRECTIONS; 
TOGETHER WITH THE COPYHOLD AcT, 1894, FULLY ANNOTATED; 
AND AN APPENDIX OF ForMSs, PRECEDENTS, AND SratuTEs. By 
ARCHIBALD Brown, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Butter- 
worths. 


The first part of Mr. Brown’s treatise gives a general account of 
the law of enfranchisement, and the introductory also con- 
veniently states the various amendments in the law of copyholds 
which have been made by modern statutes, and which are continued 
by the Copyhold Act, 1894. Enfranchisement may stil] take place at 
common law, but in this case the tenant is not safe unless he investi- 
gates the lord’s title. More usually it will be effected, either voluntarily 
or compulsorily, under the Act of 1894, and then it is sufficient that 
the tenant pays the consideration money to the lord for the time 
being (section 26)—that is, to the lord de facto (section 94). There 
are also the — cases of enfranchisements of church lands, crown 
lands, &c. ese various cases are described by Mr. Brown in the 
first three chapters, and in the fourth he shortly states the old prac- 
tice on the obsolete statutory commutations. e fifth chapter con- 
tains practical directions as to enfranchisement. The second part of the 
book gives the text of the Act of 1894, with notes, but the notes might, 
with advantage, have been shortened. Toa considerable extent they are 
little more than the sections of the Act writ . Bnactments which 
are clear in themselves do not gain anything by being para . 
Mr. Brown does not favour the reader with the brevity to which the 
present form of the law entitles him. Otherwise the book will be 
found a satisfactory authority on questions of enfranchisement. The 
third part contains forms, both official and non-official, and prece- 
dents, and also supplies such statutes, other than the Act of 1894, 
as are still relevant to the subject. We do not understand the con- 
tention at p. 173 that the lord is entitled to interest on the considera- 
tion from the date of notice to enfranchise until payment. There 
may be hardship on the lord if the enfranchisement is delayed, but 
the tenant does all that the Act requires of him if he pays the con- 
sideration, being a gross sum, ‘ore completion. ere is no 
provision for payment of interest, and, apart from such provision, it 
is difficult to see how it can be payable. 





LAW OF COMPENSATION. 


THe Law or CoMPENSATION. By Eyre Luiovyp, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sixtu Eprrion, by W. J. Brooxs, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Haynes. 

The appearance of the sixth edition of this well-established and 
useful work will be welcome to all who have to conduct business 
under the Lands Clauses Act, the kindred Acts, and the Acts 
incorporating it, for no public Act seems omitted which gives com- 
pulsory powers to acquire land, &c., and the matter of the treati 
isample. We especially notice that the Arbitration Act of 1889 has 
been worked in so as to make it clear to practitioners what modifica- 
tions have been effected. If any part of the book would be the 
better for further consideration, it is the first chapter, which deals 
with the purchase of lands by ent, and therefore is beside the 
main purpose of the book. e notice there some statements of 
posse principles, which, while accurate enough for most practical 
am are not sufficiently accurate to satisfy the fastidious 
student. We refer to statements on pp. 6, 17, 18, and 63. 

There are one or two omissions which should be noted up—e.g., 
Metropolitan Railway Co. v. Fowler (42 W. R. 270; 1893, A. b. 416), 
as to whether the power to take subsoil gives an easement or a 
right to land, which decision was followed by a case reported after 
the book was published: Farmer v. Waterloo, &c., Railway Co. (43 
W. B. 363; 1895, 1 Ch. 527). On the question of caused 
the sparks of an engine, we might have had a reference to Port 
Glasgow, te. Co. v. Caledonian Railway Co. (Ct. Seas. Rep., 4th Ser., 

. 20, H. L, 35; Wt. ; @ may now add § 
bury v. London and South-Western Railway Co. (11 Times L. R. m 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Digest of the Lew relating to District Couneils, so far as 
the Constitution, Powers, and Duties of snch Councils (in 
Municipal Corporations) in the matter of Public Health and 





tise | and Rules, 1876, ‘‘ the 

Acts, 1873 and 16, cot toch colome moh SOE made in pursuance thereof 
as are now in force, as well as any orders or rules which may hereafter be 
made and be in tovce Soe Wn Sens belens, Oy vitae ee said Acts, shall 


Government. By Gzorce F. Cramsmns, F.R.A.S., Barrister-at- 
Taw. Ninth . Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
The Princi of Bankruptcy, embodying the pp Acts, 


and Act, 1887; the 
Payments in Bankrw Act, 1888, With an Appe , containing 
the Schedules to the Act, 1883; the B upey Beles, 
1886, 1890, and 1891; the as to the Committal of J t 


Debtors, ont os to ere ey. Orders ; ag oe 5 eters. oe 
Bankru udge; a le of Costs, Fees, and Percentages ; 
Bills of Bales be 1878, 1882, 1890, and 1891, and the Rules there- 
under; the Deeds of t Act, 1887, and the Rules there- 
under. By Ricuarp Rinewoop, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sixth 
Edition. wens & Haynes. 

A Digest of British and Foreign Patent Law. By Aurrep J. 
vee paren Chartered Patent Agent. Bemrose <4 Sons 
(Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE ADMINISTRATION OF ESTATES BILL, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—On readi our interesting article of last week on ‘‘ The 
Administration of te Bill,” I see no mention as to the rights of 
the husband under the t law in his deceased wife’s 
estate in the case of an intestacy. In Macqueen’s Law of Husband 
and Wife, 3rd ed., p. 421, occurs the following: ‘‘ The marital right 
is certainly excluded during the coverture, but there is no provi 
which makes a woman’s devolve as if she were a /feme solz.” 
If this matter is not dealt with by the Act, surely it should be ? 

June 19. R. R 

[The Bill, after re- ing the provisions of the existing Statutes 
of Distribution (clause 31 (1) ), ex y saves the right of a husband 
on the intestacy of a wife: ‘‘ Notwithstanding Bm ye J in this 
section, a widower shall continue to have the same it as eretofore 
to the whole surplus of the personal estate of bis deceased wife” 
(clause 31 (2)). It was decided in Re La (39 Ch. D. 626) that 
the right of the husband was not the Married Women’s 
aig | Act, 1882, and the Bill preserves law on this basis.— 
Ep. 8. J.) 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Ex parte SPELMAN—No. 1, 17th June. 

Liverroot Court or Passaos—Practice—Orpers anp Ruias or Juptcds 
ture Acr, 1875—R. 8. C., XIV.—Passacz Count Onpmers anp Ruuzs, 
1876, x. 1. e 
A cation ¢, 

for a nisi fo 













ne zistrar held bat he h risdiction to enter- 
tain the summons. The Divisional ery B., and Wright, J.) 
refused a rule nisi for a mandamus. fy 
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application for a rule for a mandamus must be refused. As regards the 
Liverpool Court of Passage Act, 1893, the power to apply the Supreme 
Court Rules of 1883 to the Passage Court could only be exerci with 
the concurrence of the Rule Committee, which concurrence had never yet 
been obtained. 


Kay and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ., concurred—Counsst, Rutherford. 
Soxicrrors, Norris, Allens § Chapman, for J. M. Quiggin § Brothers, Liver- 


pool. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CHASTEY v. ACKLAND—Nov. 2, 17th June. 


Easement—Ricurt To Passace or Arr—Action ror Osstructine Access or 
Air To Premises at Back or Dwe.iinc-Hovse—PrescripTion—Imp.ieD 
GRANT. 


This was an appeal from Cave, J., who heard the case at the Exeter 
Assizes without a jury, the action having been transferred from North, J. 


The plaintiff claimed relief in respect of the diminution in light and. air 
caw new 8s 0 e defendant. e facts as e 
— re = ea . scott wn Stated by Kay, L.J., as follows: 


The back windows of the plaintiff's house in the city of Exeter look into a 
yard 28ft. wide. The house is in a row of houses, which have similar 
court-yards behind them, the yards together forming a space of some 
length, and of the width above mentioned. In these yards are low build- 
ings, including a urinal, opposite to the plaintiff's house, belonging to a 
drill-hall, which is on the opposite side. The series of yards run north and 
south. On the same side as the plaintiff's bouse is the house of the 
defendant. It is the last house northwards in the row, and is three houses 
distant. The defendant had alow building which closed his yard at the 
northern end. He has raised this building 16ft. Also the defendant has 
built another lower building within his court-yard, and opposite to a 
passage 4ft wide between another low building and the eastern wall of 
the drill-hall. The plaintiff complamed of these erections on the ground 
that they diminished the light and air coming laterally to his back win- 
dows. The judge personally inspected the premises, and found that there 
was some 0 On to light by the building which ha m ra t., 
e estimated the damage thus occasioned to the plaintiff at £10. But 
i found that the interruption to the air was serious, and occasioned a 
nuisance, and, putting the two things together, on the ground of this 
interference with the light and the air, he granted a mandatory injunction, 
in effect ordering the defendant to take down the ba ildings which he had 
recently erected, and to restore the condition of the premises to what it 
had been before that erection. The Pisintif-swindows ere more han 
twenty freee old. There was a conflict in the sworn eviden 
€ ° ildings upon the plaintiff’s house. The learned judge 
apparently agreed with those witnesses who said that the air in the plain- 
tiff's yard had become more stagnant and that the basement of his house 
had become damp and the air in the rooms stuffy and unwholesome. The 
defendant appealed, and contended that the plaintiff could not maintain 
his claim to have a current of air pass, not through some definite channel 
but over the whole of his property ; and that he could not rely upon pre- 
scription, the alleged right not being an easement within the statute. The 
plaintiff contended that the judge, who had seen the premises and the 
witnesses at the trial, clearly thought that a serious nuisance was caused, 
and one which, upon the authorities, the court had power to restrain. 
Numerous cases were referred to, which are dealt with in the judgments. 
Twe Covrt (Linpiey and Lorzs and Kay, L JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Lorgs, L.J., in the couree of a written judgment, said: The evidence 
leads me to the conclusion that there is a want of ventilation and an 
absence of the means of carrying off bad smells on the plaintiff's premises 
and that probably the interruption to the free passage of air over the 
plaintiff's Legere caused by the defendant’s new wall has aggravated 












the misch _ ned P sectasean | existed. But nothing deleterioys, 
n g hu pthing disagreeable is brought on the p "s premises 
by an ; has done he née stuii- 


e comfort arise on the plaintiff's premises. 
elses the laintiff has easiast the defendant a right to get rid of this in 
the way which has been interfered with by the defendant he 
cannot sue the defendant for a nuisance because the smell and stuffiness, 

on his own premises, for which he has not provided any effectual 
means of escape cause him annoyance. [very man has a natural right 


ery 
ae the air a snd free from noxious smells or rete and anyone 
ne urs lan ich makes e_air_impure is 













vy 

and Frac repose with the learned judge in the pooh "bilew i 

thinking that the plaintiff has any cause of action against the defendant 
the ground of nuisance. The case of Bryant v. Lefever (27 W. R. 612, 

4 1C. P. D. 172) is directly in point, and the reasoning In that case a plies 

But it is contended on behalf of the plaintiff that independently 

nuisance he has a right to the free of air over and 


atove his > allt t to have any ble smell existing 
en his premises carried away by the current of air which would 

over his which right the defendant, by his new 
buildings, has ged. It becomes necessary to consider what 
legal right with to the free of air the plaintiff has against 


endant has done which entitles 
his buildings on his own land (which 
he had a lect right to do) he has to some extent intercepted the free 
pssage of air above and around the premises of the plaintiff. The current 
air comes from the defendant’s premises laterally to o. laintiff’ s 


premises, but through no defined aperture or 3 The ait Tamara 
im no way confined within finite inite limite. Fhe claim 0 


the plaintiff to complain. By 


Bas 











not to have the air pass through some definite channel constructed for the 
purpose of con and communica bel hart it is to have the current 
of air float over the whole of the plain —over the yard and 
_s eh of aoe Rosy & the of the Fae uch a right cannot be 

tiff cannot in su of the right rely on 


rreceription at Sapo Tse because th Gann have a ean 
Fasal-tomory, nor iption by statute, benees the right to othe 
piongeof ast tnt en se ln gO. 
nor on the presumption of a los m ia”e con- 
inna enyoy Ment because such a presumption only arises where the 
person against whom the grant is claimed might have prevented or 
interrupted the exercise of the subject of the r pos grant. Such pre- 
vention or interruption is ~ tically impossible here. Bowen, L.J., in 
Harris v. De Pinna (33 Ch. D. 238, 34 W. RB. Dig. 63), says: “Then we 
— to seems to me that the only claim for air which could be 
supported here is a claim to the of undefined air over the premises 
of the defendant until it reaches the plaintiff's property. It would 
be just like amenity - eee, a subject-matter which is incap- 
able of definition. So t $a fF medetnel 9 air g gh 















n acq y an | implied covenant, an implied covenant entered 
abe at the time the houses were built, that the owners of the adjoining 
houses would not do anything to intercept the free passage of air over his 
neighbour’s property. The answer is that there is ean from which 
such a covenant can be implied. Hall v. Lic Br Co. (49 L. J. Ch. 
655, 29 W. R. Dig. 75) was a casé where the p for upwards of 
thirty years enjoyed a free access of air to his slaughter-house through 
two defined apertures, and there were circumstances in the case raising 
the presumption n implied covenant. It was a user, too, which might 
have been interrupted. The law will not imply a grant except it is 
of something definite. The undefined passage of air is too vague. If the 
plaintiff has been inconvenienced by anything the defendant has done, it 
is damnum absque injuria, and affords no legal ground of complaint to the 
plaintiff. The appeal must be allowed. 


Kay, L.J., in a written judgment, after stating - facts and referring 
to D | ped (13 W- R. 981, L. R. 1 Ch. 250), on mandatory 
injunction, sai ie question is, whether the iemetagtic of the current 
of air past the back windows of the plaintiff’s house, in addition to the 
interference with the light, warranted the court in granting a mandato: yA 
injunction. It is denied in argument that such an interruption of 
constitutes a legal wrong. It is pointed out that there is no diminution 
of the quantity of air that would enter any window of the plaintiff's 
house. The defendant has not built anything opposite to any of 
those windows. All he has done is to prevent some of the current of 
air, which, before his buildings were erected, — a through the 
series of backyards, including the plaintiff's ing the 
plaintiff’s windows, and thus the air which enters ty laintift’s b ad by 
those windows is rendered less fresh and salubrious. The case is different 


from the act_of a man who _— the air on his own an > a8 - 





: z the 
the “plaintif?’ 5 pte hoy has recon the the air in that yard more stagnant, so 
that, if any foul exhalation mingles with it, that exhalation does not 

away so speedily as it would before. In Wedd v. Bi + W. R. 899, 10 
C. B. N, 8. 268), and in the Exchequer Chamber (13 C. B. N. 8. 841), very 
eminent judges agreed in deciding that building upon @ man’s own land 
so as to diminish or interfere with the air which came to the plaintiff’s 
windmill was not a legal wrong, although the windmill had existed more 
than twenty years. They held that the right to the passage of the air was 
not an easement within 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71, 8. 2, and that no yee oe 
of a grant of such a right could be made, because it would have been 
difficult, if not impossible, for the owner of the adjoining land to interrupt 
it so as to prevent the acquisition of it by lapse of time. Lord Blackburn, 
in his judgment, 8 himeelf against saying anything which would 
affect the common law right which may be acquired to the access of light 


and air through a rs [His lordship, after ey! also to Bryant 
v. Lefever and Harris v. De Pinna, coutinued :— 
there is authority f 


he other band, 
the prop osition that the diminut 7 oO 





- 748, 4 sur. N. 8. 987), City of London pe Co. v. Tomant (22 
w. R. 172, L. R. 9 Ch. 221), Hall v. The Lichfield Brewery Co., and Bass v. 
Greggry (25 Q. B. D. 481, 39 W. R. Dig. 79), and continued:—] Now, 
question is within which of these two classes the present case comes. 

It was put in ent as an interference with the air coming to the 
plaintiff's windows. I have pointed out that the acts of the defendant 
have not diminished the quantity of air en’ those windows, nor have 
they altered the quality of the air which passes from the defendant's land. 
The consequence of the air in the plaintiff’s back-yard becoming more 
stagnant seems to me to be too remote to make what the defendant has 
done a legal hy the learned judge seems to have found that the 
defendant’s acts ned a nuisance to the plaintiff. So far as 
that nuisance et ieowe emanations from the urinals and other conveni- 
ences in any of the back-yards, the reasoning of the judges in Bryant 
v. Lefever seems to apply. ‘These are not caused by the defendant, 
and the remedy, if any, should be sought against the owners of the 
several erections which emit noxious odours. But can an interference 
with light or air which is not otherwise actionable be restrained on the 
ground of nuisance? Bramwell, L.J., as I have pointed out, says it 


cannot. Suppose a man were to build a house on the edge of his own 


se 
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Jand, with windows for the admission of light and air looking over his 
neighbour’s land. Nothing could be Bg ows nuisance than completely 
immediately opposite to them. 


to block such near nserbe | building a 
But it cannot be doub that the neighbour might this at any time 
rd Selborne in 


within twenty years. It is quite right to say, as 
in the words I have quoted, that a diminution of the quantity of air 
coming to a defined aperture in a house which has existed for twenty 

rs so considerable as to cause a nuisance may be actionable. But that 
is the only way in which the term can properly be applied to a mere 
diminution in the quantity of the air. Unlees the right to have it come 
over the land of another has been acquired by = of time, the mere 
diminution in quantity is not a nuisance in law. The result is that the 
cuterference with the current of air in this case was not such as to cause an 
actionable wrong, and the injunction must be dissolved. The judgment 
should be for £10 damages and costs of the action, save so far as increased 
by the claim as to air, and the defendant must have the costs of the 
a . 
F nDLEY, L.J., said: I concur in the judgments which have been read ; 
but I will add a few words to explain the view which I take of the case, 
which I regard as an extremely important one. It has been decided that 
the right to air is not an easement within section 2 of the Prescription 
Act: Webb v. Bird. Independently of the Act, every one has a right to 
enjoy whatever air comes to him; but, speaking generally and apart 
from long enjoyment, or some grant or agreement, no one has a right to 
prevent his neighbour from building on his own land, although the con- 
sequence may be to diminish or alter the flow of air over it on to the land 
adjoining. So to diminish a flow of air is not actionable as a nuisance. 
But, although the Prescription Act does not apply to air, a right to have 
it come over another’s land, in some definite direction to some particular 
place, can, I apprehend, be established by what is called immemorial 
user, or by user which may have had for its origin some lost grant or 
agreement binding on the owners of the servient tenement. In the 
present case immemorial enjoyment is not alleged, no doubt because the 
plaintiff’s house is not sufficiently old. Then, as toa lost grant or binding 
agreement to allow air to come freely te the back of the plaintiff’s house 
over the defendant’s land, the plaintiff does not prove enjoyment 
of air coming in any definite direction over the servient tenement, and 
to burden the servient tenement to the extent necessary to protect 
the plaintiff from the diminishing of the free passage of air to the yard at 
the back of his house is, I think, contrary to the authorities, and would ba 
to stretch the doctrine of lost grant further than aes warrants. The 
subject-matter of the grant is too indefinite. The doctrine, if applicable 
to one neighbour, would be equally applicable to all, for better and for 
worse ; and there are no grounds for benefiting or burdening all or any of 
them to the extent necessary to protect the plaintiff in the enjoyment of 
the right which he claims. The plaintiff did not prove the existence of 
any covenant or agreement binding the defendant not to build over his 
own hack-yard so as to interfere with the comfort of the plaintiff, and 
there are no materials for holding that any covenant to that effect was 
ever in fact entered into. But in the absence of such a covenant, express 
or implied, the plaintiff’s claim to relief in respect of air cannot, in my 
opinion, be supported.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and J. A. Foote ; 
Warmington, Q.C., H. E. Duke,and H. B Edge. Soxscrrons, Torr, Gribble, 
Oddie, § Sinclair, for Roberts ¢ Andrew, Exeter; Templeton § Cox, for 
G. Hirtzel, Exeter. 

{Reported by Anno.p Groves, Barrister-at-Law. } 


EBBETTS v. CONQUEST—No. 2, 12th June. 

LanpLtorp AND Tenant—Lzase—Unper_eass—Breach or CovENANT TO 
Keer in Reparr—Damace to Reversionary Lessse—Measure or 
DamaGEs. 

Appeal from a decision of an official referee as to the amount of damages 
payable by the defendants for the breach of a covenant in an underlease 
to keep the premises in repair. The original lease of the premises, known 
as the enna in the City-road, was granted by the trustees of St. 
Botolph, Bishopsgate, in 1840, to one Rouse for a term of sixty-one years 
from Michaelmas, 1837. In March, 1851, Rouse granted an underlease of 
his whole term, less the last ten days thereof, to one Oliver. The 
plaintiffs now represent Rouse, and the defendant Conquest now represents 
Oliver, whilst one Booth is a co-defendant, being an assignee of the 
underlease. erlease con’ a nan e 
vance a repair. The action was brought for breach of that covenant. 

mer, J., at the trial of the action, held that there had been a breach of 
the covenant, and referred it to the official referee to assess the amount of 
the damages. He assessed the damages at £1,305, treating the proper 
meastire of damages as the sum which it would cost to put the premises 
in a proper state of repair, with an allowance for the unexpired term of 
the underleare. It was admitted that on this principle the sum of £1,305 
was the right amount. The defendant Booth ap » and counsel 
contended thatthe damages should be based on the depreciation in the 
selling value. The premises would be of no value even if put in a proper 
state of repair. The courts would not grant specific performance of such 

@ covenant to repair. Only damages could be recovered, and they must 

be arrived at on the principle of making good the loss which the plaintiffs 

had suffered. They referred to Vivian v. Champion (2 Raym. 1,125), whic 

they said was against them, and to Smith v. Peat (9 Exch. 161), v. 

Baze (9 Ex. 341, 2 Smith, L.C., 594), Turner v. Lamb (14 en atte 

417), Davis v. Underwood (2 H. & N. 570), Mills v. Bast London Union (21 

W. R. 142, L. R. 8 0. P. 79), Joyner v. « (39 W. R. 583; 1891, 2 

Q. B. 31), Henderson ¥. Thorn rw R. 509; 1893, 2 Q. B. 164), Whitham 

v. Kershaw (34 W. R. 340, 16 Q. B. D. 613), Wigsell v. School for Indigent 
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Tus Covrr (Lixviey, Lorzs, and Riosr, L.JJ.) dismissed the ‘ 
Linpxey, L.J., in the course of his judgmen’ 

brought for breach of a covenant to repair. 
in the underlease of the 24th of 


was taking an underlesse. 
‘Were covenants demised in repair, kee 
lige temo nepal nen of ts 

any 

















































pair and | 
discoun! 

















epall 


Z 
TE 
cs 


oe in repair, and 
ere was not in the to indemnify the immediate 
lessor inst the superior landlord. The action was not brought for 


cr 


bro 
breach of the covenant to leave in repair, but for breach of the covenan 
to in re This was the of 


and fell within the rule of v. (ubi supra), as laid down 
Anderson, B.: ‘* We think Proper afin such w ces asthe pret i 
one 
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considered either arising naturally—i.e., 
things—from such breach of contract itself, 
supposed to have been in the contemplation Pi ne 2 ee 
they made the contract, as the result of the h of it. Now, 
if the eae wader pag fh contract = ronan see 
were comm y the plaintiffs to defendant, us wn to 
both parties, the damages resul a came, 
which they would —— contemplate, would amount ury 
which would ordinarily follow b of ig od 





un ‘ormed. ne Cl feree hac jeall Tat it iD i 
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Lopzs, L.J., was of the same and said that the general rule was 
that the measure of damages was the sum which it would take to put the 





ue 
ed; 
ft 


His case was very different from the freeholder who 
with his reversion. The rule in case 
defendant clearly knew that his h 
rule of law was that he must be 
the superior lease as if they had 
the rule in He v. Baxendale (ubi 
injury sustained by the _ to his reversion. It was 
that the official referee made a mistake in p 

must be dismissed with costs. A’ dismissed wi 
Haldane, Q.C., Sargant, and Court Munroe; Jelf, Q.0., 
Norton. Soxrcrrors, Ranger, Burton, $ Frost; Clarke ¢ Calkin. 
[Reported by W. Suautoross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SHELFER v. CITY OF LONDON ELECTRIC LIGHTING CO.; MEUX’S 
BREWERY CO. v. SAME—No. 2, 12th June. 


InsuNcTION—SusPgEnsion or By Court or Apprat—Fvurtuer Susransron— 
Apptication To Court or Finst Instance. 


In December iast, the Court of granted an injunction to restrain 
the defendant com on their works so as to occasion a 
nuisance to the plain or either of them (see 43 W. R. 238), bu 

nded the operation of the injunction for six months, so as to enable the 
Sefendante to consider the ad fe ee ee 
The granting of the injunction was a of the order made by 
pce ot ny ong an oe Be aes ee a ee - 

granted an as to damages. appeal ‘ouse of Lords 
having been @ enek, Che Sotentante spened Se Rte © a 
suspension of the operation of the injunction temiget geen rere 
enable them in the meantime to replace the engines created the 
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nuisance by others which, it was alleged, would cause no vibration. 
Kekewich, J., refused the on the ground that, as the Court of 
Appeal had granted the ivjunction, court was proper tribunal to 


grant a further stay. The 
Tur Covrr (Lxuxpiey, Lopzs, and Riesy, L.JJ. 
and expressed the opinion that t pplicatic 
had_been proper! le 4 
Moulton, .U., Fi , 0, and W.-C. Brathwat ; 
Badcock and Waggett. Soxscrrons, Hunters § Haynes; “Ashurst, Mi 
Crisp, § Co. A 
» ¢ {Reported by W. S#aticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 4g 












High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re DIXON, HORSEBURGH, & 00.—Chitty, J., 15th June. 


Company—Repvucrion or Caprrat—Form or antes Act, 
1867 (30 & 31 Vier. o. 131), s. 11. 











Blind (30 W. R. 474, 8 Q. B. D. 357), and Coward v. Gregory (is W. R. 
170, L. R. 20. P. 153). (Loves, L.J., referred to Inderwick v. Leech 


In this case the same question arose as to the form of an order for 
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works Go than as in the case of the City of St. Petersburgh New Water- 
works Co. (Limited), referred to ante, p. 441. The petition, following 
the form in Palmer’s Company Precedents, p. 545, asked for an order to 
confirm the special resolution and the reduction to be effected thereby. 
Section 11 of the Companies Act, 1867, provides that ‘‘the court may 
make an order confirming the reduction on such termsand subject to such 
conditions as it deems fit.” 

Ourrrr, J., said he always refused to make an order in the form pro- 
posed. The proper order was to confirm the reduction. 

The registrar called his lordship’s attention to the form in Seton, p. 
2,064, which confirms the resolution. 

Ourrry, J., said he preferred to follow the Act of Parliament, the terms 
of which were perfectly clear. The_o d confirm the reduction. 
The case before him, in which the special resolution th 
many other matters, was an instance of the inconvenience that would 
attend the opposite practice of confirming the special resolution.— 
Counszt, Arthur Chitty; R. M. Pattison. Soutcrrors, Kinsey, Ade, § 
Hocking ; Alexander § Harratt. 


[Reported by G. Row.anp Atstox, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re DE HOGHTON, DE HOGHTON v. DE HOGHTON—Stirling, J., 
15th and 19th June. 


Annurry—Cuarcep ny Witt vron Terstaror’s Estate—Lecacy Dury 
or Succession Duty ravante—8 & 9 Vicr. c. 76, s. 4—45 Geo. 3, c. 
28, s. 4. 


This was an application made by the trustees of the will of Sir Henry 
De Hoghton, deoseued BY Sat ion, and ra e question whether legacy 
aty or su ion duty was able in respect of a certain annul ven 
- AS 3 ie 6a) = Henry De Hoghton died on the vad of 
, 1876, having by his said will, dated the 9th day of February, 

1875, devised all his freeholds of inheritance unto Sir Charles De Hoghton, 
Richard De Hoghton, and R. J. Flowerdew, their heirs and assigns, to the 
use of the same persons, their executors, administrators, and assigns, for 
the term of 500 years, to commence from the testator’s decease, without 
impeachment of waste, upon the trusts thereinafter declared concerning 
the same, and, subject to that term and to the trusts thereof, to the use 
of the said Sir Charles De Hoghton for life, without impeachment of 
waste, with remainder to the use of his first and other sons, as therein 
mentioned, in tail male, with remainder to the use of the said Richard 
De Hoghton for his life without impeachment of waste, with remainder 
to the use of his first and other sons as therein mentioned in tail male, 
with remainder to the use of the present Sir James De Hoghton for life 
without impeachment of waste, with remainder to the use of his first and 
every other son successively according to their respective seniorities in tail 
male, with divers remainders over. And the said testator declared that 
the —— were limited to the said Sir Charles De Hoghton, Richard 
De Hoghton, and R. J. Flowerdew for the said term of 500 years upon 
trust by and out of the rents and profits of the property comprised therein to 
pie piel pax. ne theres mentioned. the ae or Saeee sums for the 
_— under said any cil thereto, and in par- 

ticular to and pay to the person who for the time being should (sub- 
ject to the eaid term) be entitled under the will to the possession or 
receipt of the rents and ‘emery of the said devised estates, provided that 
such person, if a male, should be above the age of twenty-one years, or, 
if a female, should be above the age of twenty-one years or have married, 
the annuity therein mentioned according to the age of the recipient, and 
the testator declared that, subject to the trust thereinbefore declared, and 
to the costs and expenses of the trustees, as therein mentioned, the 
trustees should, during the period of twenty-one years from his death, 
accumulate the rents and profits arising from the hereditaments and pre- 
mises comprised in the said term as therein more particularly mentioned, 
and apply thesame, with the accumulations, upon the trusts and with and 
subject to the powers, provisoes, and declarations thereinafter contained of 
and the moneys to arise from a sale in pursuance of a power 
of sale thereinafter contained as therein mentioned, and after the deter- 
mination of the said period of twenty-one years, subject as aforesaid, 
should pay the rents and ye to the person or persons for the time 
being entitled to the said hereditaments and premises comprised in the 
said term in reversion expectant upon the said term. And the testator 
em his trustees to make sales or exchanges and to join in partition 
of any part of the hereditaments from time to time subject to the limi- 
tations of his will as therein mentioned. And he declared that his 
trustees should invest all moneys which might become payable upon any 
such sale, exchange, or partition as aforesaid in the purchase, as therein 
mentioned, of any freehold, copyhold, or customary hereditaments in 
Great Britain for any estate of inheritance to be conveyed to and held by 
them upon the uses and for the trusts, and with and subject to the powers, 
provieoes and declarations of the said will from time to time affecting the 
said testator’s real estates thereinbefore devised, or as near thereto as 
circumstances should then admit of as therein mentioned, and the testator 
to arise as aforesaid should be di of 
trustees might invest the same as therein 
mentioned, and that the income should be applied in the same manner as 
the rents and profits of the hereditaments to be purchased therewith as 
would be applicable in case such purchase was actually made. 
the said testator thereby devised and bequeathed his copyhold and 
povaesty os heey leasehold hereditaments upon trusts similar in effect to 
those of his freeholds, and bequeathed the residue of his personal 
trustees upon the trusts thereby declared concerning moneys 
to arise from any sale of his real estates, and declared that each of the 
annuities given his will should be free from legacy duty, and should be 
in manner therein mentioned. The said Richard de Hoghton died 








without issue on the 17th of August, 1892. The said Sir Charles de 
Hoghton died without issue on the 12th of April, 1893. Thereupon Sir 
James de Hoghton became entitled under the said will to an annuity of 
£3,000. The petition asked that whatever duty the court might determine 
to be payable in respect of the said annuity of £3,000 might be ordered 
to be an out of the corpus of the estate. On behalf of the petitioners it 
was contended that the duty payable was legacy duty ; whereas on behalf 
of the Commissioners of Taland Revenue it was contended that, having 
regard to the case of Shirley v. Earl Ferrers (1 Ph. 167), legacy duty was 
not payable, and that succession duty was payable. 

Srrauinc, J., held that legacy duty, and not succession duty, was pay- 
able. In his lordship’s opinion, the case of AttorneyGeneral v. Jackson (2 
Or. & Jervis, 101) laid down, either expressly or by implication, two 
principles to be followed in ascertaining whether legacy duty was or was 
not payable—(1) that in considering the nature of the interest created 
the substance was to be led, and not the mere conveyancing form ; 
and (2) that an annuity within the meaning of 8 & 9 Vict. c. 76, s. 4, 
must be a charge upon the estate of some persor. other than the an- 
nuitant. In the present case Sir James de Hoghton had, to all intents 
and purposes, a charge upon the estate of the testator, and therefore 
legacy duty was net Hastings, Q.0., and Ingle Joyce; 
Buckley, Q.C., and Methold; Rowden; Vaughan Hawkins. So.icrrors, 
Roweliffes § Co. ; The Solicitors to the Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by W. Scorr Txomrson, Barrister-at-Law. |} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
THE EXCHANGE TELEGRAPH 00. (LIM.) v. GEORGE GREGORY & 
00.—13th June. 
CoryricgutT—NegwsPaPeR—Stock Excuance Prices AND 
Mauictousty securtnGc Breacu or Conrract. 


This was an action tried before Mathew, J., without a jury. The 
plaintiffs by their statement of claim alleged that they were the pro- 
prietors of copyright in certain information as to prices and quotations 


on the London Stock Exchange collected and es for them — day 
to tee and published in a newspaper e Exchange Te + Co.'s 
toe 











achange News and communicated on tapes 6r sheets of letterpress 
under the same title to the platttifs’ subscribers. The newspaper had 






8a) 
Tegisterea as copyright. The plaintiffs claimed damages against the 
dants for multiplying copies of the copyright information without 


Ap 


peecnh 
defen 


the plaintiffs’ consent, and an injunction. Alternatively the plaintiffs 
alleged that they communicated the said information in a printed form to 


their subscribers on the terms that the information was only to be used in 
the office of the subscriber, and was not to be sold or communicated to 
non-subscribers, aad that the defendants copied such information at their 
offices upon tapes, on blackboards, and in books, and exhibited it to per- 
sons frequenting their offices. Further, that the defendants, well knowing 
the terms of the plaintiffs’ contracts with their subscribers, okay 
and for the purpose of injuring the plaintiffs induced Messrs. G. G. Wolf 
. and others, 8 rs e P 8, rea eir contracts 
with the plaintiffs by supplying the defendants with the Stock Exchange 
rices communicated to them under their contracts with the plaintiffs to 
used by the defendants for outside stockbroking business. The plain- 
tiffs claimed damages and an injunction. Evidence having been called in 
support of the allegations in the statement of claim and for the defend- 
ants, it was contended for the defendants that there was no copyright in 
lists of prices of stocks. It was not suggested that there was any system 
in the arrangement of the lists so as to bring the case within the principle 
laid down in — v. Morris (L. R. 1 Eq. 697), where a directory was held 
to be within the Uopyright Act. This case resembled Chilton v. Progress 
Printing Co. (1895, 2 Ch. 29), where it was held that lists of names — 
Keesie tig sted as probable winners were not the subject of copyright. 
As to the claim for inducing subscribers to break their contracts, no special 
damage had been proved, which was fatal to the plaintiffs’ claim (Lumley 
v. Gye, 2 E. & B. 216), and there was no evidence of malice: Bowen v. 
al (6 Q. B. D. 333), Templeton v. Russell (1893, 1 Q. B. 715). For the 
plaintiffs it was argued t ‘or the purposes of copyright literary merit 
was not essential: Maple ¢ Co. v. Junior Arm ‘avy Stores (21 Ch. D. 
369), Long v. Winches es. ; e defendants had a right to 
collecfthe same information as the plaintiffs if they could do so, but they 
must not take the plaintiffs’ information. The plaintiffs’ lists were not 
published to the world at _ any more than a book privately printed 
and published ; and every author had at common law a right to prevent 
the publication of his unpublished manuscript : — v. Syme (12 A. ©. 
326). As tothe question of damage, if the defen were allowed to 
take the information collected by the plaintiffs, the plaintiffs would lose 
all their subscribers. 

Matuew, J., in giving judgment, said that the plaintiffs had entered 
into a contract with the committee of the Stock Exchange, under which 
they obtained the privilege of obtaining information from a member of 
the Stock Exchange as to prices and quotations. This information was 
then transmitted by the plaintiffs to their subscribers under the terms of 
the contract with the Stock Exchange. The committee had the right to 
and did insist upon the plaintiffs not supplying the information to certain 
outside brokers, among whom were the defendants. The defendants then 
went to other subscribers of the plaintiffs and obtained the information 
from them, and induced them, it was said, to break their contract with 
the tiffs; for there was a term in the contrasts entered into by sub- 
scri with the plaintiffs, that the information supplied by the plaintiffs 
was to be used only in the office of the subscriber, and was not to be com- 
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de municated to other persons for pec consideration or otherwise. The | said (p. 486) that “it was not eke, in order to constitute a sale 
Sir laintiffs complained that their copyright had been infringed ; and no | within the meaning of section 13 of the that there should have been a 
of oubt the object with which the plaintiffs published the information | transmutation of property.” His client had executed orders so received : 
ine as @ newspaper, was to protect their copyright. The defendants con- | for some thirteen years, and no objection had before been taken to his 
red j tended that there could be no copyright in these lists of prices. Chilton v. | doing so. 3 
s it The Progress Printing Co. was relied on, but that case was, in his lordship’s | Tux Covrr (Wiis and Warcurt, JJ.) dismissed the i 
alf opinion, distinguishable on the facts, and there was ample authority to Wuxs, J., in the course of his jadgment, said the of the quarter 
ing shew that compilati h as the plaintiffs, were hin the protection | sessions was wrong, and that of petty sessional court, con 
Was alrorde ct. Alternatively the Bald tb heir | Pletts of beer at the of the customer, was correct, 
common law rig sen infringed, and his lordship held that the | must be restored. Had it not for the dictum of B » J., cited 
ay- defendants had made out no answer to that contention. As to the last | from the re of Stretch v. ite, he should have thought it was abso- 
a (2 point, that the defendants had induced the plaintiffs’ subscribers to break | lutely too clear a or argument. That case was decided under a 
Lwo their contract, the defendants’ answer was, that they were willing to pay different statute, and ae the ot ee of it was that = in 
was for the information, but the plaintiffs refused to oor it to them; but it | the Justice of the Peace. He could hardly that, had that 
ted was clear from the terms of the contract under w 4 the plaintiffs got | been an im t authority on the law of sale (as —— the report would 
m ; this information from the Stock Exchange, that the committee of the Stock | at first lead one to muppoes) it would not have its way into the 
. 4, Exchange could prevent the plaintiffs from supplying their information to — reports. In the was singularly unsatisfa 5 
an- the defendants. It ne to prove special e (see Besces although from the context the for the court nwiees | at 
nts v. Hall, 6 Q. B. D<, per sher, M.R., at p. , bu was evident | decision could probably be sw ; and he felt in no way bound to follow 
fore that the defendants would damage the plaintiffs’ business, for if the de- | it. He considered that it correctly that the word “‘ sale ”’ 
yce ; _ fendants were right, anybody would be at liberty to publish the plaintiffs’ | in the statute must involve a transm' property, and no sale 
ORS, lists and quotations of prices. The plaintiffs were, therefore, entitled toan | complete unléss the property passed.” Every mat SVIGENCE o in 
injunction to restrain the defendants from printing or multiplying copies | th 2 mgr case too) ce not on the licensed but at the house 
} of the plaintiffs’ information as published in the newspaper and | of the customer. It made no difference that the was stored on licensed 
tapes, and from copying or exhibiting the information, the property of the mises or that a kind of selection was made either there or in the cart 
plaintiffs, communicated to the plaintiffs’ subscribers on the plaintiffs’ ore actual delivery of the article to the . Whatever was done 
tapes. Judgment for the plaintiffs.—Counset, Finlay, Q.C., Scrutton, and | in the way of selection at the premises at Burnley did not amount to a 
Montague Shearman ; Sir Richard Webster, Q.C., Cock, Q.C., and Macaskie. = application of a particular jar for each purchaser. Under these 
Sorrcrrors, Nicholson § Crouch ; Bennett § Leaver. ae sp ae —_ ee court to re J ge her - 
; ‘ too! at Burnley, e te) clear words statute 
Yr & [Reported by F. O. Rosrxsoy, Barrister-at-Law.]) could not hold oth ree : that the conviction must he Sf oy 
RIGHT, J., con . It was not necessary to 
"—< PLETTS (Appellant) », CAMPBELL (Respondent)—11th June. hold that the word ‘‘sale” in the statute must be confined to mean 
Licenstne Acts—Orr Licence—Satz or Inroxicatine Liqvors at A piace | “sale” in the strict legal sense—it might very well include an agreement 
The NOT AUTHORIZED BY Licence—Licensine Act, 1872, s. 3. to sell. Possibly, moreover, 4 on rh the facts might alter 
ITO Special case. This was an appeal against the conviction of the justices | the legality of the transaction. For customer’s address 
ons of the petty seasional division of Blackburn Tower whereby Pletts was | Were affixed toa cask before it was cog 4 ner the warehouse, that 
day convicted under section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1872, of intoxicating | Would make all the difference, although he to express any opinion 
o.'s liquor at a house situated at 149° Fhigh-ttiest- Rishton, h whether that would alter in any way the legality of the transaction. 
ress oe Estey ze @ same only a premises, 11, ey -street ey. An Conviction accordingly affirmed. — Covnset, Poland, Q.C., and W. 
had appeal was heard at quarter sossions, what the magisteeles allowed the | Mackensie; Bigham, Q.0., and W. B. Fergueon. Sourcrrons, H. Ciiford, 
the appeal subject to a case to be stated for the opinion of this court. The | sell, ¢ Tiernay, for Garnett ¢ Jackson, Blackburn; Thairlwall, for 
out facte were these : Jonathan Pletts, the appellant, is a brewer, holding among | 4'"*worth, Sanderson, ¢ Howsan, Blackburn. 
tiffs other licences one to sell beer by retail at 11, Stanley-street, Burnley, to [Reported by Enxsxixz Rau, Barrister-at-Law.] 
n to be consumed off the premises. On the 26th of May last year Greenwood, 
1 in a man in his €mployment, delivered in a cart driven by him a jar con- REG. o. WELLS—13th June. 
1 to taining one gallon of XX beer to Mrs. Moore, at 142, High-street, Rishton, | Quo Wanranto—Taruasuner to 4 Disratcr Counci.—Locan Govarn- 
= in | A ay Head bata Veltence tees sas a saneien did ep dealing ment Act, 1894 (56 & 57 0. 73), 8. 81, sun-sxcrion 1, 
er sum of one shilling. e evidence shew ata lar course 0: : 
ving had been carried on for eight months prior to that date between the in Gis oa o— hit mye Sen, gat ne ag the 
usl appellant and Mrs. Moore, by which Greenwood delivered from his 4 amen — ~~ district of Ludlow “we acting 
Volt master’s carta jar of beer previously ordered, receiving payment for that | ° ae ee te na thori By the Local Government Act 1894, the dis- 
acts delivered the week before together with the empty jar. The order received on poh ae ons Act took over the and duties of 
nge the week preceding the 26th of May, 1894, was entered by Greenwood in | frict connclle consliiubes: by Mi At the rural eanitery authorities in suc- 
sto ah order-book, and on his return to Burnley Pletts went through the ‘ bes ree $e boards of guardians. Section 81 ee ee 1, of that 
ain- orders and directed them to be executed. On the day in question Green- | 4/4 n ides that where the and duties of any authority other than 
d in wood pean | selected the necessary goods to do so from the goods et sate » taemuanael to po district cil, the o wy Papers 
nd - stored on the licensed premises at Stanley-street, which included ten jars ben he the officers of pomecd egy Up to 1894 George gr. 4 
t in of XX beer for different customers, one of which was intended for * filled th offi £ treasurer to the Ludlow Board, ota 
tem Moore. The man gave evidence to the effect that he knew the order in H Ath ws ae acted as treasurer to the of guardians for the 
‘iple which he would arrive at the houses of the customers for whom the spate a both i thete of guardians a¢ such, and also in 
held were intended, and that he placed the jars and cases in his cart in their f cena 8 be When, therefore. the new dis 
— order. As a matter of fact, Mrs. Moore being the last customer to be trict a 7, “ fi eer Henry Atherden claimed to be entitled 
aCe supplied with beer on that day, the jar intended for her was placed last in | ,, > hae ea council in its capacity of rural sanitary 
ght. the cart. It was contended for the appellant that the nega! yaa - seoatier. Th ye council. he held an election for the ot 
ecial gallon of beer delivered to Mrs. Moore took place on the premises — re : -s acurer to et it in all its capacities con Thomas 
miley at Stanley-street. For the respondent Campbell, the police-officer ey A " ender ~ submitted himself as @ candidate. The 
on Vv. by whom the information was laid, the contrary was argued. sult of th — favour of George Wells, and he was 
' the The magistrates at quarter sessions held that the sale took p. he of mpghrnn | isi & quo warranto was ob- we 
<_ vo rw age wapnaed prantets, and ye the delivery of the jar of yom te Se i ate vetug TINE ROS. yh 
- D. er rs. Moore at Rishton was not an o Nooe Wilbin Wes icoeios of a 
it to section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1872, which directs that ‘‘ no person shall iiite, —— that the © o poral pa: tyranny wal, — 
they sell or expose for sale by retail any intoxicating liquor without bein 7 = a slaimed es of the rule it was se ented’ that ths ay 
not licensed to sell the same, or at any place where he is not peret mee 4 2 ffi aye ly held b tap orth was in the nature of a freehold office 
ated licence to sell the same.’’ They accordingly reversed the conviction tah the clair f 7, pate to it was conferred on the guardians by 
vent subject to this case. In support of the conviction counsel contended that Articl rig: yay seam Order of 1847, made under the provisions et 
i. O. | no sale could take place without an immediate transmutation of property. 4é& 5 ‘Vict. = 76, and that, ueder the ovisions of Article 187 of the 
y Bes In the present case no sale tock: pass of a particular jar of beer until one | 9, Fost 9 Order, the per: was not removable, except by 
, 
was actually delivered to Mrs. Moore. The sale was therefore effected at the Pose Law Gumnintetier as successors, the Local Government 


her house, and not on the Be meee licensed premises. If this way of 
to 




















ered doing business was on, then an; holding an off- Board. 
hich licence could send his cart where he wished to solicit orders to be executed | ,TH® Count (Poutoox, Re a ve a 
r of on the next round, thus practically his carts into unlicensed ped te xy the disteleh ¢ council >t an office : 
was travelling emer On behalf of the ap t counsel submitted that blic within the meani an } 
is of extreme cases could be raised in favour of either contention. The woes F 538 It tes antl 
it to of property was not the test to be applied here. He admitted that he | #0 oncil and ti )- LSE : 
oe a not coutyed that, if the fer of beer had bate stolen from the cart or | |<< pen — ¢ for We 
en en on the journey out, the loss would fall on the purchaser. Never- | 9° “Ommes f..) > an ae | mdlo 
ution siatn, © coubiuah sp eintle to retail bee 00, dad Siuetiens Mien ‘Wn aaa ¢ Weymann, Ludlow ; Ove ¢ Son, for W. J. % 2 
— o ged ~— ee constituted a sale at those premises sufficiently (Reported by C. G. Wizsaamam, Barrister-at-Law.} 
sub- nite as to the c article sold to sa the statute. He relied on ey 
stiffs the case of Siretch'v. Whiz (25 J. P. MO. 480), a case under the Markote THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL +. DAVIS—-12th June. 





Act, 1847 (1 1 Vict. c 14), where Blackburn, J., is reported to have ' Merroro.m—Bvrtvive Acts—Larino ovr Srace as 4 Strasser rox Foos 
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Trarrto—Mernoroiis ManacgMENt AND Buripincs Acts (AMENDMENT) 
Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. o. 14), ss. 7 ann 8. 


This was a case stated by one of the metropolitan police magistrates. 
It arose on the hearing of two summonses taken out on the complaint of 
the London County Council under the Metropolis Management and 
B Acts (Amendment) Act, 1882. One of the summonses was under 
section 8, for unlawfully commencing to form or lay out a certain road, 
Peseege or way for building as a street for foot traffic only, without the 
sanc of the London County Council, and the other was made under 
section 7, for unlawfully commencing to form or lay outa certain road, 
passage, or way for building as a street for foot traffic only, in such a 
manner that such road, passage, or way would not afford direct com- 
munication between two streets, without the sanction of the same authority. 
The Metropolis ement and Buildings Acts (Amendment) Act, 1882, 
requires, by section 8, that any person intending to form or lay out a road, 
pesenge, or way for building as a street for foot traffic only, and by section 

» any person intending to lay out a road, passage, or way, whether for 
carriage traffic or for foot traffic only, in such manner that such road, 
passage, or way will not afford direct communication between two streets, 
shall give three months’ notice of such intention to the London County 
Council, whereupon that body may either grant or refuse their consent to 
the undertaking, or may grant their consent subject to such conditions as 
they think fit to prescribe, and the sections also provide for the infliction of 
penalties in the event of any person commencing to form or lay out such 

> , OF way without such consent. The space in question, 
which, it was attempted to shew, was within the words of the Act, was a 
rae court leading out of Hunt-street. It was intended to be 
on either side by two buildings which were designed for 
artisans’ dwellings. These buildings were to consist of forty separate tene- 
ments, calculated to accommodate 150 persons. The tenements on the 
ground floor had each of them a separate means of access to the e, 
while those on the two yl floors had access to a balcony, which ran 
along the front of the building at the level of the first floor, and thence by 
means of a common staircase to the passage. The passage was intended 
for the convenience of those residing in the two buildings. But the two 
houses, numbers 28 and 34, Hunt-street, which flanked the entrance to it, 
had doorways leading into it. Besides those no other houses had means 
of access to the passage. At its entrance the e was closed by means 
of gates. The magistrate dismissed the summons, holding that the words 
** street’ and “‘ traffic’’ in the Act indicated that a road or way set apart 
for public traffic was intended. Counsel for the appellants cited Vestry of 
&8t. Mary’s, Islington v. Barrett (L. R. 9 Q. B. 278), Midland Railway Co. v. 
Watton (17 Q. B. D. 30), contending that a private road might be a street 
for the purposes of the Act, and further contended that the case was 
governed by Daw v. London County Council (59 L. J. M. CO. 112), and ,that 
Metropolitan Board of Works v. Nathan (54 L. T. 423) was distinguishable. 

Tug Court (Potztock, B., and Wricut, J.) dismissed the appeal. 

Poxtock, B., said that there was no great principle of law involved, but 
the question was whether the magistrate could fairly come to the conclu- 
sion that the was not intended for the use of the public ; and, that 
being so, whether he was right in his further opinion that it was not laid 
out as a street for foot traffic within the meaning of the Act. Looking at 
the character of the building and of the space which was left for the pur- 
pose of giving a full and convenient access to the tenements from the 
» the case was very different from the case where an ordinary 
hes | was laid out as a street for all intents and purposes, except that the 

desired to close either or both ends for the purpose of keeping it 
private. That he could not do that was decided in Daw v. The London 
County Councit. But here the facts were very different. Nor was this an 
adaptation of an old courtyard, as was the fact in that case. It wasa 
space created for the first time. Looking at the purpose for which it was 
created, he thought the magistrate was right in point of fact, and it was a 
decision at which he might properly arrive in point of law. 

Wauiont, J., thought that the Act would clearly apply whether it was 
intended to dedicate the way to the public or not; but he doubted 
whether it applied at all where the way was nothing but a common private 
access to dwellings. But these questions remained open, because he 
agreed with his learned brother that in this particular case it was com- 
petent for the magistrate to find that the words of the Act, “‘ street for the 

c,’’ were not satisfied.—CounseL, Avory 4nd Daldy ; 
pps, Q.C., and Scott For. Soricrrons, Blazland ; Wild §& Wild. 
[Reported by C. G. Wirzeanan, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
ANNUAL BAR MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the bar was held on Tuesday afternoon 
in the Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, under the presidency of the Attorney- 
General. A motion was moved, seconded, and carried ‘‘that the pro- 
ceedings of this meeting are private, and should not be reported in any 
newspapers.”” It is, however, understood that Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
M.P., moved that the terms suggested by the benchers as to a grant to 
the Council of the Bar of £600 be adopted ; that Lord R. Cecil moved, 
Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., seconded, and Mr. Crump, Q.C., supported an 
amendment which, on the suggestion of Sir Henry James, wepueeen Sy 


thereon to an adjourned meeting of the bar to be 
early date ; and that the motion of Mr. Reginald Brown to 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
Trinity Honove Examination, 1895. 


Examination of students of the Inns of Courts held at Lincoln’s-inn, 
the 27th, 28th, 29th, and 30th of May, 1895. 

The Council of Legal Education have awarded to :— 

Marten, Alfred Amberson Barrington, of Inner Temple, a studentship 
of one hundred guineas a year, tenable for three years. 

Lindsay, James Howard, of Inner Temple, and Campbell, John, of 
Middle Temple, certificates of honour. 

Geldart, William Martin, of Lincoln’s-inn, and Holdsworth, William 
Searle, of Lincoln’s-inn, certificates. 

Campbell, John, of Middle Temple, the ‘‘Campbell-Foster’’ Prize 
(Middle Temple). 

Holdsworth, William Searle, of Lincoln’s-inn, the Barstow Law Scholar- 


ship. 
N-B.—The special prize in Constitutional Law and Legal History was 
not awarded. 








MEE: 
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE LAND TRANSFER 
BILL. 
[FROM OUR OWN REPORTER. | 
Evipencs or Mr. B. G. Lake. 


The Select Committee of the House of Commons upon the Land 
Transfer Bill, 1895, sat again on Thursday, the 13th inst., Sir R. T. Rerp, 
Attorney-General, presiding. 
Mr. Bensamin Greene Laxg, examined by Mr. T. H. Bouron, said he 
was admitted a solicitor in 1861 and had ever since practised at 10, New- 
square. He had been a member of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society since 1873, and was president for the year 1888-9. His practice 
had largely consisted of conveyancing and administrative business, especi- 
ally in the Chancery Division. He had always taken great interest in the 
various proposals for establishing registration of title, and during the last 
eight or nine years had taken an active in discussing the various 
Bills which had been brought in to render compulsory the system estab- 
lished in 1875. He had had considerable experience in registering and 
dealing with land under the Act of 1875. The result of recent legislation 
had been to greatly simplify conveyancing. The effect of the measures of 
1881 and 1882 was to make every acre of land in England and Wales, 
except certain estates settled by Parliament, readily saleable so far as 
legal difficulties were concerned, and to greatly shorten and simplify deal- 
ingsinland. In proof of this he produced two settlements, dated respec- 
tively July, 1857, and July, 1891, and also two conveyances, dated the 
14th of November, 1890, and the 3lst of December, 1890, relating to pro- 
perty purchased for £40,085 and £103,000 respectively, and containing 
three folios and twenty-eight words and nine folios and sixty-five words 
respectively. Nothing could well be simpler, and apart from the schedule 
the deed was hardly longer than a land certificate which had no schedule ; 
also a conveyance to himself of freehold land in Devonshire for £8,000, 
containing four folios and thirty-six words exclusive of the schedule. 
The omission from the land certificate of any schedule was no real saving, 
for a purchaser must in any considerable estate have details verified by 
the vendor shewing the division of farms, the names of tenants, the woods, 
the boundaries, and similar details, and it was more convenient to have 
this in one document, as was at present done in a conveyance, than in two 
documents, as was necessary in dealings through the Land Registry. 
The objections he entertained to the Bill were not merely based upon 4 
priort argument, they were chiefly the result of experience. He was 
strongly opposed to making the system compulsory, and the onus of proof 
that it should be certainly lay on those who asserted it. If the system 
was beneficial it would win its way, for landowners were only too anxious 
for any change which would make dealings in land more expeditious, con- 
venient, and inexpensive; but it seemed to him open to very grave objec- 
tions to impose practically an untried system upon them. Some time 
o Mr. Brickdale wrote a book upon the subject, and he was one 
of the ablest advocates against compulsion. He (witness) had never 
heard of any demand for the change; all his experience had been 
the other way. He had on two occasions had dealings with 
registration of land, and there had been difficulties in each case. 
He doubted very much whether there had been a real increase in the use 
of the registry. An apparent increase was shewn, but in cases where 
estates had been sold and cut up into numerous lots, each sub-sale would 
appear as a fresh application, though the a had no option in the 
matter, and could not have kept their land off the registry. It might be 
assumed that the registry were at present doing all they could to make 
the system popular, but if the measure was made compulsory the offi- 
cials would have no motive to make it attractive, for as all purchasers must 
come to the registry they must submit to the regulations, whatever they 
might be. The scale of fees was fixed in 1875, but they were me ~~ 
increased in 1889. The fees in Australia were absolutely nominal. e 
fee here on transferring a c of £10,000 was in 1875, 11s. 6d., and in 
1889 it was increased to £14. The maximum fees in Australia for twenty 
times the amount would be 10s. The policy of the land registry here was 
to make the fees a source of revenue, to it more than self-supporting. 
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not only to be as good as the existing system, which he was sure it was not, 
othe At much better as to render it right to exclude people from 
adopting whichever system they jeer proper. Any system of land 
dealing should be safe, cheap, expeditious, and simple, and suitable to 
the public wants, and the registry was none of these. As to safety, if by 
means of a fraud or personation the registrar is deceived and puts on the 
registry as the owner of A. B.’s land O. D., and O. D. by subsequent trans- 
fer it on to an innocent person Z., who is registered, the true owner, 
A. B. would cease to be registered, and the registered ownership wo 
be in Z. The registered owner, whilst he might be safegarded from 
attacks from behind, prior to the time of registration, always must be at 
the mercy of a successful fraud in the future. Under the present Act the 
landowner might voluntarily incur the risk if he chose, but the Bill 
proposed to compel a man to accept a risk from'which he was now free, 
and to place his fand at the risk of a careful or careless, or possibly even 
fraudulent, registrar. The Bill proposed that it should rest with the 
registrar, with an appeal to the court, to decide whether A. B. should be 
restored to his land and Z. compensated, or whether Z. should retain the 
land and A. B. be compensated. Such a discretion ought to be committed 
to no single man under the rank of one of the judges of the High Court, 

and that was the view of Lord Halsbury in his Bills of 1877 and 1878. 

A more common fraud would be by the creation by fraud or fo of 

charges. It was very much easier to make a fraud on the try 

than by deeds. There had been one fraud which had very serious 
consequences. Mr. Peterson, who in 1878 was the deputy-superin- 
tendent of the Land Registry at Brisbane, became to intents and 

urposes registrar, and he issued a number of fraudulent certificates. 

his went on for years, and had he confined bimself to the Land 
Registry he would probably have gone on still, but he committed a 
fraud in another direction, which led to an inv ion, and then the 
frauds on the registry came out, and he was eentenced to ten years’ penal 
servitude. There was only one signature to forge in the Land try, 
and only one documeut. That an owner should be made to undergo the 
risk and to pay for the privilege was carrying legislation somewhat far. 
A person registered with a possessory title would not have any claim for 
compensation, having paid rypag Bg the insurance fund. Under the 
existing system the loss of land in that way was very small. 

BY Mr. H. D. Greznz, Q.C.: He had never himself known of a case of 
the loss of land by forgery of deeds. 

By Mr. Botton: In the two most remarkable cases, those of Dimsdale 

and Roupell, the first was by the forgery of one document and the other 
by the forgery of a will and deed of gift. He had been chairman of the 
Discipline Committee of the Incorporated Law Society from its constitu- 
tion in 1888, with the exception of one year, and the committee had 
received 731 applications on which not more than 200 involved subsequent 
inquiry, and of these only ten had in any way involved the charge of 
forgery or falsifying or suppressing deeds. Of course these were probably 
the worst cases in the profession. The rick of mistake in the 
not inconsiderable. e gave an instance of one under the Act of 1862. 
W. in 1891 purchased from Z. a block of land at Caterham, registered 
with an indefeasible title. It was bounded on the east by a road and Z., 
who bought it to resell and did not take a conveyance to himself, divided 
it into 4 lots. Lot 1 formed the northern extremity ; lot 2 adjoined it on 
the south and formed the centre plot, and lots 3 and 4 formed the southern 
extremity, lot 3 fronting to the road and lot 4 being in the rear. Lots 
3 and 4 bounded lot 2 on its southern side and extended thence to the 
southern boundary ; the northern and southern boundaries of these two 
lots being parallel and of equal length or nearly so. Lot 1 was sold to A. 
who at once registered his conveyance. Lots 3 and 4 was sold to B. & CO. 
whose conveyances were duly executed but were left with W. 
until the purchase-moneys were fully paid. W. then sold lot 2 toA., 
who at once left his conveyance for registration. The Land try, not 
relying upon the plan, wrote to Z., the registered owner, and inquired 
whether the southern boundary of lot 2 was also the boundary of the 
property. Z., either forgetful of his conveyance to B. and C. or making 
no inquiry about a property in which he had ceased to have any interest, 
replied in the affirmative, whereupon without further evidence or inquiry 
A. was registered as proprietor, not only of lot 2 but also of lots 3 and 4. 
Upon B. and ©. subsequently lodging their conveyances they were 
informed that there was no land left for them, and on the error being 
explained were advised that no course was open to them but to obtain 
fresh conveyances from A. Unluckily A. died and there was delay in 
proving his will, but eventually after a declaration verifying the facts and 
an independent survey by the registry surveyor had been made and the 
preparation of fresh plans the record was corrected and B. & C. registered 
as proprietors. If such a mistake were possible under the Act of 1862, 
applications under which were not more frequent than one a week or 
fortnight, it was very much more likely to occur when the registration 
was compulsory and there were at least 1,000 transactions aday. It was 
hardly conceivable that there would not be mistakes sometimes. Mistakes 
had occurred in Ireland where there was registration of title. 

By the Cuarmman: It would hardly have occurred to W. or B. and C. 
to send ‘‘ cautions.’’ They were very small purchases. But even then it 
would not have prevented it. The Land Registry found they could not or 
would not rely on the plau. 

Mr. Bouton: If the Chairman’s suggestion were carried out would not 
it enormously increase the number of entries on the register ?—It was one 
of the objections that the system, if made compulsory, did involve reference 
to some official of the registry at almost every stage. In this case the 
ag pea did not exceed £100. No fraud was possible if every- 

y did exactly as they ought to do at the proper time and in the proper 
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turns of larger values could easily be obtained, and there were cases 
within his experience during the last five 
In the first of these, the purchase- y £28,000, he 
half of a client, in 1890 
under the Act of 1875. The 
and the extra expense was £50 13s. 6d. In another 
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in Middlesex, would have been the same. In another case, in 1893, he 
carried out an issue of £200,000 debenture deed 
on freehold property in Middlesex. 
bursements ; but this was justified by the numerous incumbrance’ which 
had to be investigated and cleared 
seelaioes fer the 2 with title the Land Registry 
registered under the Act of 1875 yer 
fee for the would have been £59, and £208 6s. 8d. for insurance 
fee, and there would have been heavy expense in plans, In addition there 
would have been the preparation of the trust deed, the in’ 
discharge of the numerous incumbrances, and all the arrangements 
the issue. Solicitors arranged their business so as to take the most 
ressing cases; but he did not know how the registrar could do so, or that 
e would be justified in so doing. The could only deal with 
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cases. He then gave two instances where the registry declared that usual 
conditions were irregular, and additional deeds had to be executed at 
additional cost. It was dificult to conosive that any system which made 
it impossible for a landowner to deal with his land the interven- 
tion of an officia] and to 

trom his residence, be as convenient as ee en oe 
could be moulded in any manner best suited to po ge oe 
carried out by an adviser whose interest no 
meet his wishes. He then gave a number of 

one 


s 
ag 


mortgage. After 
as absolute; but al 
and therefore incurred no 
difficulties which, on the purchase and not been 
worth notice. he should, if the 
were law, have had to 
£10,000. He was also 





mistake in the registry were almost infinitely greater than under the 








588 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 22, 1895. 





ooo > CS SO + 





of the Land , and his greater knowledge of the 
pars and inconvenience to which registration under the existing Act 
subjected him, he had not registered an acre, and would, if he could, 
remove all his land from off the ster. In saying this he did not speak 
as an 0} t of registration of title, but as an earnest opponent of 
making it compulsory. In another instance he applied for a possessory 
title, and the ence would show the extreme facility for fraud. He 
simply went into the Registry Office and made a declaration that he was 
the owner of the property. He did not produce deeds of any kind, and 
gave absolutely no evidence that he had any right to the property, and 
upon that he received the certificate of possessory title. q ttle more 
control should be placed on the facility of getting a possessory title if the 
Bill was passed. The only protection in his case, he found afterwards, 
was a short advertisement in the Times, which he did not sup one 
oo in a thousand saw. He thought the Bill would increase culty 
almost every instance. In the case of borrowing from bankers, the 
almost inevitable publicity, especially in the country, would be a very 
serious drawback. The production of the land certificate should be made 
necessary on all transactions, as the conveyance had to be produced now. 
In the case of boundaries there would be great difficulty, and he gave an 
instance where he and an adjoining owner wished to straighten the 
between them on a give-and-take principle. But, his (witness’s) 
land on the registry with an indefeasible title, his neighbour's 
solicitor gave it as his opinion that, whilst he (witness) would get a good 
title to the piece of land his neighbour surrendered, the neighbour would 
never get a good title to the piece of land surrendered to him. Whena 
man died without a will the proceedings under the registry would be very 
complicated. The difficulties and complications in any system of regis- 
ion of title were so great that it certainly should not be compulsory, 
even though it might be left to establish itself as a voluntary and alterna- 
tive system to be adopted by landowners if they deemed it suitable to 
their circumstances. The Bill should specify and limit a particular 
district to be experimented upon. It should be tried only for a limited 
time, so as to come again within the view of Parliament. In view of the 
extreme difficulty of mistake, Parliament ought not to part with control in 
the matter. If it should be made ae pene fs the area should be strictl 
defined, and it should not be extended until after a reasonable time, wit 
the consent of Parliament. Proprietors should have the right to remove 
their land from the registry. It was very difficult to know how one could 
advise a client to go on the register when he was unable to leave it again. 
If property could be taken off, it would be an inducement to the registrar 
to prove that the system was a good one. Another point was that the 
title, instead of being an absolute title, should be a guaranteed title—that 
was, that if you bought on this register, you would be certain either of 
ig your property or of getting compensation in the case of fraud. 
great advantage would be that it would give the registrar a discre- 
tion he did not now possess. He could say the risk of the danger was 
80 slight that he would allow the State to guarantee against it. 
By Mr. Warmincron : He should have thought that, if the State com- 
pelled them to adopt the system, the State ought to guarantee them 


against fraud 
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MONDAY’S SITTING. 


The Arronney-Genera presided at the sitting of the committee on 
Menday. 


A Banxgr’s Evipence. 


Mr. Samvuzt Ocpen Wann, J.P., Oldham, Lancashire, gave evidence as 
he was anxious to leave London. Examined by Mr. Boron he said that 
he was a bank director and had been connected with building societies for 
forty years, being the chairman of several. He had bought and sold 
property to a large extent in connection with building societies. The 
usual charge on a mo e was £1 15s. to £2 5s. with sometimes £1 1s. or 
thereabouts for investigating the title. The sums advanced sometimes ran 
into thousands. He handed in a list of transactions taken seriatim, which 
started with a mortgage of £6,000 where the charges were £1 15s., and 
examination of title £2 2s. The total amount of solicitors’ charges in the 
various transactions included in the lists amounted to £15 17s. 8d., and 
the Government duty came to £14 16s. 6d. These were fair specimens of 
charges. The scale adopted by building societies had 

uenced c’ generally, and the charges of solicitors in Oldham and 
the neighbourhood were very much like these. They were reasonable, and 
he saw no cause to complain. ‘They ranged from £2 2s. to £5 5s. for con- 
veyances, £4 4s. for leases and duplicate. Complaints had been made 
about the Government duty, but he never h any complaint of the 
present system. He attended two or three meetings of building societies 
every week, and the subject was talked of frequently. Transactions were 
ina few days with efficiency and economy. He had never 
of a case of fraud. Solicitors were well known as neighbours anf 
, and the clients had confidence in them. It was much more con- 
venient to have the deeds in one’s own possession than to have to go to a 


“by ie Hatpanz: The average costs ‘on a mortgage for £100 was 
Under the scale, the charge of the registry would be 10a. If that were 
the fee it would be better for your business would it not?—If both could 
be arranged equally well. He had no objection to the registry if business 
could be done as well and as cheap. 
Loxe: You have been asked whether if business for which you 
£2 2s. could be done for 103. you would prefer it; but if you had to 
the fee of 10z. and still pay the same costs you do now to a solicitor 
‘ou wish for it?—I should prefer that we remain as we are. 
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By Mr. Tomurnson : He had never seen the scale under the , 

A mortgage for £6,000 would come to £9 or £10 without the stamp. 
That would not be an advatitage?—No. For the fee of £1 15s. the soli- 
citor pi the oe deed and he would have to go into the cove- 
nants. ere they had a p’ with several kinds of buildings upon 
it such as , residences of a class, shops, and warehouses the 
covenants would of course be different. One scale of covenants would not 
afford sufficient elasticity, so that in addition to the cost of registry 
there would be the greatest difficulty in dealing with the various cove- 
nants. He would expect to have to pay for that. 

By the Cuarrman: The costs he had mentioned were by arrangement, 
by reason of the large number of transactions, and these moderate c 
had probably had an effect upon the charges of solicitors generally. He 
bad never known the scale to be c . He had dealt largely individ- 
ually with private mo and moderate charges, ly a little more 
than in the case of the societies, had pre - He would pre- 
fer bye sage was the best and cheapest system. He had had no experi- 
ence of the A 


Mr. Laxe’s EvipENcE CONTINUED. 


Mr. Laxz then resumed his evidence, and in answer to Mr. Bouroy 
said that with regard to — ion be | if = a bere i a 
up a registry they ought to pre to give up the advan' ey 
derived under the present system. The Statute of Limitations should 
affect registered land. Boundaries should be defined by description and 
not only by plans. Unless that was done he could not see how investiga- 
tion of title, which it was the object of the Bill to get rid of, could be 
avoided. He instanced a case within his knowl where a width of 3 ft. 
along a frontage was indispute. This width would have been shewn upon 
the ordnance map which the registry would use by ‘04 But it was not 
possible by a plan on any scale to settle the boundaries. The Bill pro- 
vided, with regard to the insurance fund, that claims should be made within 
six years. The time should betwelve years. The rules for issuing certi- 
ficates were not sufficiently stringent. The Act should provide that in 
addition to evidence satisfying to the registrar, advertisements, following 
the custom in Australia, should be inserted in one London paper and in a 
paper circulating in the district, say three times, so as to make it reason- 
ably certain that the application should come to the knowledge of those 
who had rights over the land in question. In any case an applicant for 
possessory title should be entitled to pay the insurance fee, if he wished, 
and take the benefit. The number, small or great, of those already 
registered under the Act of 1875 should have the opportunity of paying 
the insurance fee In regard to the registration of undivided shares 
there appeared to be no reason for not authorizing these as was done in 
1862 or for restricting the number of persons whose names ap upon 
the register. It was a common practicethat Nonconformist chapels should 
be held in twelve or fourteen names. If the Bill provided that in the case 
of registered land as in the case of ordinary land the purchaser might 
nominate his own witness, who might be his own solicitor, that would be 
an additional precaution against fraud. 

The Cuarrman: It appears to me that your suggestion is a valuable 
one. You mean that the purchaser would say: ‘‘I want to have someone 
as @ witness who knows the identity of the seller.’? He no doubt would 


say 80. 
by Mr. Botton: The policy of the Land Transfer Office had been 
extremely hostile to solicitors, and that had been one of the reasons, no 
doubt, which had affected, to some extent, the working of the Act. He 
thought a great deal more would have been done if the co-operation of 
solicitors had been invited. , 

By Mr. Greens: He did not refer in the slightest to the officials, who 
were always most courteous. 

By Mr. Boxton: The policy of the Land Transfer Office had been 
recommended to the public by the popular idea that they would be able 
to get rid of solicitors. Therefore the office had rather assisted that idea. 
They had not invited any co-operation by solicitors. After all, solicitors 
knew more about the dealings in land than any other class. It was their 
b They lived by making the ments as easy as they could 
to their clients and the system as flexible as possible, so that arrange- 
ments might be carried out rapidly and economically. And although he 
was fully conscious the Committee did make allowance for the fact that 
he was thoroughly conversant with his own system, and possibly might 
think too much of the power and en which solicitors possessed, yet 
he thought that if the had been shown to co-operate with solicitors 
instead of carefully arama ag a good deal more might have been 
done. On two occasions this had been so marked that it had been 
necessary to apply to the Lord Chancellor on tke subject, as it was 
considered to cast a elur upon solicitors. As a matter of fact the present 
staff of the Land Registry, he would not say did not contain a solicitor, 
because there was one gentleman who was called a solicitor’s clerk, but 
there was no one in the office, he thought he might safely say, who had 
ever had on his own ty to a deed and through a 

. Inthew of the rules tors not only could but would 

ve given astistance. If Parliament decided that the business could bedone 
without solicitors it was perfectly within their right, and if solicitors were 
not useful that was a reason why they should not be employed. But on 
the other hand, ‘if it was desired to carry out business which they 
thoroughly understood, it appeared to be reasonable that their co-opera- 
tion should be invited in framing the rules. The Act of 1875 required 
that a solicitor should attest every signature on dealing with land, but the 
rules of 1879 altered that. aaen Spe Se eaccenise, a6 far as he knew, 
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rocedure. That was the practice in Australia, and he believed in most 
wy eee The officers had taken as a that so far as 
ible they should discourage the emplo 0 tors, and should 
shew that the business could be done without their intervention. They 
advertised as far as possible that their law stationers would do it. He 
did not think their advertisement was quite a fair one. He had had s 
great deal to do with Mr. Holt, the registrar, and Mr. Brickdale, the 
assistant registrar, and nothing could exceed the ae had ——- 
received from them. He had been speaking entirely of system. 
principle of a registry and transfer on a register was mye 4 the Act 
of 1862 and in the Act of 1875, but any system of re of title 
depended entirely on the details. For the purpose of she the possi- 
ble inaccuracy of plans, the system of 1862 could be ref to, but the 
two systems were very different, except that they both contained - 
tration of title. They were both registrat:on of title, and both d 
largely upon plans. His main opposition was not only to a system of 
transfer on the registry, but to its being made compulsory. He had 
always been of opinion that a system of registration of title might be 
workable, but the system of the Act of 1875, which the Bill proposed to 
make compulsory, was very inflexible. The only thing would be 
to re the Act of 1875, and introduce a fresh Act altogether. He did 
not believe a ee of Title Bill would be obtained 
unless the conveyancing bar of England and solicitors who were conver- 
sant with small, as well as jarge transactions, were taken into conference. 
He firmly believed that if the system were made compulsory now, it 
would have to be repealed in a very short time, because there would be 
tion in dealing with land. He was quite sure solicitors would be 
willing to co-operate in giving a voluntary system a fair trial. In the 
long run, whatever people might think about it, the interests of the client 
and the interests of the solicitor were one and the same. He then re- 
ferred to a memorandum iesued by the Land Transfer Registry in July, 
1893, in which they dealt with the opposition of the rated Law 
Society to the Bill of that year. The first objection the memorandum said, 
was that no sign ase hint was given oe any improvement of any kind was 
necessary, desirable, or even possible in the conveyancing system. 
the society said this it would have been hardly oom Ee but there 
was no difficulty in making suggestions. He did not think a year 
passed that the society did not perhaps either support or introduce 
various amendments in conveyancing practice. memorandum 
also said that the satisfactory results of compulsory registration in other 
countries was ignored. He was to a great extent responsible for the 
paper issued by the society on the subject, and he had studied the system 
personally in Austria. He had also studied it from books as it was in 
Australia, the Cape of Good Hope, and America. The s in Australia 
had very little in common with the system here. Sir 
whom the Australian system originated refused to register his land in 
England. The memorandum further said that a system which had been 
sanctioned a highest intellects of the last generation had been treated 
by the Law Society as an unpractical idea. He could not Fora | check 
this, because the names were not given; but the highest in ts certainly 
did not include Lord Westbury, Lord Cairns, Lord Thring, Sir William 
— = pe sage we called — the —— of 1878 and 1879 or 
the members of that committee, all of whom repo against compulsory 
registration. The society had recently communicated with a number of 
persons experienced in dealing with land, and the number of witnesses 
who could have ap before the committee was very t: But he 
understood that at the next meetings the society was to Dring ite evidence 
to aclose. They had had therefore to make a eelection. He handed in 
a list of persons whom the society were prepared to call and a statement 
of the evidence they would give. 

The Cuatrman doubted whether this was in order, and the committee 
debated the question with closed doors. U the room being again 
opened he asked: Have the Incorporated Law ty communicated with 
a large number of gentlemen of experience in erent parts of the 
country, and is it the case that they dissent from the and papel 
of the Bill for one or more of the reasons advanced ourself are 
ready to give their experience and reasons? It was fact that the 
society had communicated with and could call a number of competent 
witnesses from all parts, not against the propositions of the Bill, but 
against the proposition embodied in Clause 1 that a system which they 
thought had not been sufficiently tried should be made compulsory upon 
landowners in this country. 

By Mr. Extss : He thought it not fair to s that the official stationer 
should be invited to do business which should in his opinion be transacted 
by solicitors. It was getting somewhat beyond the functions of an official 
department. He had had the greatest assistance from the staff of the 
registry, but they were distinctly hostile to the intervention of solicitors in 
connection with the re . Solicitors had no vested interest against the 
public, or whatever Parliament in its wisdom ht think best for the 
country, but solicitors had been trained under ve enactments for 
certain objects. They paid annual certificate duty for certain ene 
conferred by statute, and it did not appear fair that the Government - 
out, at all events, shewing a public necessity for it should interfere with 
the privileges which they themselves had given to solicitors. The onl, 
thing he asked was that the improvement should be shewn. He objected 
to compulsion and to some of the details, but would be glad to see the 
a of the Bill made law. 

By Mr. Warminocron: The Act should be tried within a limited area to 

Chancellor. 


be named by Parliament in preference to the Lord He would 
8 t two alterations of importance without putting aside in 
order to give the scheme a fair trial. There be the right to 


land off the ter if the owner was not satisfied, and the title should be 
made a guaranteed title instead of an absolute title. This would goalong 


be the object of solicitors who know their own 
flexible cheap, and it would be the object of officials under the 
Land Registry to shew that system is more flexible and cheaper. ee 


F 
BE 
ESE 


Limited), expressing disapproval of the Bill. He had given 

Sridomas te 0 Lacdowner a wats & Satie He had registered land 
with a possessory title. Bo wen new Wang eee Se ees 
intend to put it on the register. There oS oe, 


ven for the operation of the which would 
Enable Parllamnt to ace whether the pracpl should be 
objection to the system was that it invol 


and delay, which would not be under the 
By ee ‘Toutzweds : He did not think there 


i 
Yi 


ple. 
By Ool. Liwer Thess would be a certain amount of danger in 
future to the landowner which did not exist under the present syste 
He did not think the expense of 


ne It was a great too easy to with a 
ry title. 

By Mr. Hatpane: If the danger of fraud, expense and delay were got 
rid of it would be an obvious advantage to be able to have one’s title 
clear. soem be Soe ay oacht thet in eeltee with bul one might oa 
with it nore y. He uu 
system of on had some conveniences. Fraud be easier 
under the than under the present system 





LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Georcr Wirt, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the 
Hovourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Vice- 
Chancellor Sir James Bacon. 


GENERAL. 


The Subscription Ball to be given by the Society of the Middle Temple 
in their Hall, is now fixed for , July 9. By permiseion the band 
of the Royal Art will perform in the minstrels’ - Marquees 
will be erected in the court fronting the Hall. for tickets 
may be made to the treasurer, at the treasury, Middle ple, or through 
any member of the society. 


The following are the arrangements made the j , Cave and 
Wills, JJ., for holding the ens assizes on the Northern uit—viz :— 
The commissions will be gas S Ar on Friday, June 28 ; at Carlisle 
on Monday, July 1; at on F 5; at on 
Tuesday, July 9; and at Li on Th uly 25. Civil business 
yi commence of Aue 8 , June as soon as the criminal 
basiness (if any) is disposed of ; at on Wi , July 3, at 1030; 
at Lancaster on Saturday, 7,5 as soon as the business is 

of ; at Manchester on ednesday, July 10, at 11 o'elock ; and at 
Liverpool on Friday, July 26, at 11 0’ unless otherwise ordered. The 
trial of uries will commence at Manchester on Wednesday, July 10, 
verpool on Monday, July 29. On the first day at 
the court will not go beyond the jury cause, and at Liverpool 
on the first day not beyond the eighth common jury cause. 

The Times says that at the Reading Assizes on Tuesday, Mr. Justice 
Hawkins, in - the grand jury, referred to the Evidence in Criminal 
oummn naeceems, So, oll cones tn gree 


defended by counsel to state 
ought to be told not to place too much reliance upon 
they were not 


on in 
not render a man liable to be ed for but to go 
we the cbanen bento areal Als of Pastiament, be toe 


doubted very much the policy of that for the reason that it would put a 
person so accused in a better than a witness against whom there 
was no charge whatever, who might be cross-examined as to the 
events of his whole life. 

At the Mansion Houce dinner to the judges on Wednesday, in reply to 
the toast of “Her Majesty's Tadgee,”” by the Lord Mayor, the 
Lord Chancellor said that he no year in which so many 
members of the Bench had succumbed to illness. co one 
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indisposition ; and he had been recently imformed by Mr. Justice Barnes 
in that that learned ju ho to be able to resume his seat 
within the next month. He thought that his friend Mr. Justice Mathew 
had achieved a great success in the Commercial Court. If the work in 
that court had not been so brisk as members of the profession could desire, 
it was mainly due to the general depression of e. In hard times one 
man put down his carriage, another his litigation. He remembered in 1871 
—the times for mineowners—that he said to a client that those must 

for the proprietors of mines. ‘‘ Yes,’ was the reply, ‘if 
they were not good times I could not afford to go tolaw.’’ Another 
reason why there was a depression in law, more apparent perhaps than 
real, was that arrears had disappeared, or almost disappeared. When 
there were arrears, and a case was not likely to come on for a year, men 
went to law not knowing what might turn up in the meanwhile ; but now 
it was possible to carry a litigation through from the issue of the writ to 
the final appeal in the House of Lords within a year, and this acceleration 
deterred many a litigant who had a hopeless case. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURER. 


Rora or Reorstrars rw ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. Aprgzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Cutty. Noagra,. 
Monday, June coeeeee4@ «6M. Rolt Mr. Pemberton Mr. Pugh 
Tuesday od Farmer Ward ' Beal 
Rolt Pemberten Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sriauiva. Kexewion. Romesr. 
Monday, June.............++.+. 24 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Clowes Mr. Lavie 
Tuesda: Leach Jackson Carrington 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Leach Jackson Carrington 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Leach Jackson Carrington 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1895. 
(Continued from page 568.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1895. 

In re Liddell Liddell v Liddell app of dfts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 22, 1895 April 10 

In re Ashton Woodward v Ashton app of plts from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated April 1, 1895 April 10 

Savage v Adam app of pits from order of Mr Justice Ohitty, dated Jan 
29, 1895 April 17 

In re George Knox, dec, and The Trustee Act, 1893 app of W Smail 
from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 9, 1895 April 18 

Almond v Clarke app of dft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 28, 1895, security ordered April 22 

Cunnack v Edwards app of Attorney-General from order of Mr Justice 
Chitty, dated March a 1895 April 23 

Hood-Barrs v Cathcart app of pltf from order of Mr Justice North, dated 
April 24, 1894 order not perfected April 30 

(Divorce) Russell ( )v Russell (respt) app of petnr from order of 
Baron Pollock, April 24, 1895 May 3 

Scott v Alvarez app of pltfs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
March 2, 1895 y 3 

Neville v Matthewman app of dft from order of Mr Justice North, dated 
Feb 28, 1895 May 7 

In re the Cadogan & Hans Place Estate 1d & Com es Acts, 1862 to 1893 
rene a — order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated 
April 5, 1895 9 

The Ventnor Gas & Water Co v Local Board of Health for District of 
Ventnor “ppl of the Ventnor Urban District Council from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 23, 1895 May 10 

In re The Coalport China Co. (John Rose & Co), 1d, and Co’s Act, 1882 
— > &c, from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated May 3, 

y 

Armstrong v Russell appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated May 3, 1895 (order not perfected) May 21 

Louis v Smellie appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
May 4, 1895 May 27 

v Parker appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 

dated May 17, 1893 Clige oo May 30 

Eddison v Jarmain app! of GeitT M Jarmain from order of Mr Justice 
Romer, dated Feb 16, 1895 May 31 

Ecclesiastical Commissioners for land v Wodehouse “pp of deft, 
eee oe oe oe ustice Romer, dated Feb 11, 1895 

y 


og of pltff from Official Referee’s Report, dated May 





24, 1895 
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FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANOASTER. 
(Final List.) 
Pickup v Rostron app of pit from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster, dated —_ 29,1895 May 18 
Walker v Dodds app of dft M A Wroe from order of the Vice-Chancellor 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated May 14, 1895 (order not per. 
fected) June 13, by order May 27 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1895. 

The Lindisfarne SS Co ld v N White & Co ld_ app of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 26, 1895, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex April 1 

In re The Local Government Act, 1894 County Council of the Isle of 
Wight v Isle of Wight Highway Commissioners (Q B Crown Side) ap 
of the Highway Commissioners from judgt at trial of Justices Cave ai 

. kaneanats dated April 3, a April 4 dgt of Mr J ie 
ryant v Tor! m app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham 
dated Jan 17, 1895, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 5 / 

The Copthall Avenue Office Co, ld v Sheridan appl of deft from judgt of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 4, 1895, at trial without a jury in 
Middlesex April 8 

Robb v Green appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins, dated 
April 2, 1895, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 8 

Parker & Sons v Shaw appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated March 20, 1895 April 9 

Meux v Great Eastern Railway Co appl of pltf from judgt of Mr Justice 
ss dated March 26, 1895, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 

P 

Blumer & Co v Bryant & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 

a dated January 16, 1895, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
p 9 

Reis v Brew appl of pltf from judgt of Justice Mathew, dated April 9, 
1895 April 20 

Thomas v Lulham appl of pltf from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
— 5, 1895, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 20 

Ruabon Brick & Terra Cotta Co ld v Great Western Ry Co appl of plitf 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated April 8, 1895, at trial without 
a jury, Middlesex April 22 

Thomas v Roberts appl of pltf from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
March 30, 1895, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 23 

Jeffery v Lloyd appl of pltfs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated 
April 10, 1895, with special jury, Middlesex April 24 

Mowbray & anr v Merryweather appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
y+ 7 anene dated April 2, 1895, at trial without a jury, Leeds 

Sayle v Lane pel of pltf from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, dated Jan 

oan 4") at ee . a, * ~ 
tton v & ai of pltf from in the Mayor’s Court 
London, “Fated Feb 13, 1895 . sist ¥ : 

Thompson & Norris Manufacturing Co 1d v Hawes & anr appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated April 10, 1895, at trial with- 
out a jury, Middlesex 

or | (applts) London County Council (reepts) Q B Crown side appl 
of applts from judgt of Justices Day and Wright, dated May 1, 1895 

The Metropolitan Coal Consumers’ Assoc ld (in liquidation) v J & A 
Scrimgeour & Co appl of pltfs of judgt of Justices Day & Wright, dated 
Ye ot 25,1895 May 14 

Nicholson v The London, Chatham & Dover Ry Co appl of deft from 
judgt < ag A Justice Mathew, dated May 14, 1895, at trial, without a 
jury May 

Bower & Co v H M Hett (Q B Crown Side) appl of deft from judgt of 
= — Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Charles, dated May 14, 1895 

y 

Lennard & Sons v South Wales & Liverpool SS Cold appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Baron Pollock, dated Feb 12, 1895, at trial with special jury, 
Middlesex May 22 

The Mayfair Property Co v London County Council appl of pltffs from 
jndgt of Mr. Justice Wills, dated May 6, 1895, at trial without a jury, 

iddlesex May 22 

The Swansea Harbour Trustees v Cape Co) Cold appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Justices Wills and Wright, dated April 24, 1895 May 23 

Muirhead v The National Electric Supply Co id appl of pltff from judgt 
# aoe Justice Day, dated May BS, 1895, at trial without a jury 

y 

Minato v Corby appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
Feb 15, 1895, at trial with common jury, Middlesex May 25 

Lanchester vy Nixon appl of pltff from j of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated May 16, 1895, at trial without a jury, x May 25 

Spencer v Midland Ry Co nm pltff from judgment of the Lord Chief 
a and Mr Justice o> pr Teg mabey J 13, yd May 25 

Malco! fo mepre ap P m judgt of Justice Day, dated 
ne | 17, 1895, at without a jury, Mildloves May 25 

Wi v Monaghan (Q B Orown Side) appl of deft from judgt of 
ee Soe eee and Mr Justice Charles, dated May 13, 1895 

w v Cloete Sa 96 Se eee a 80 ee Suatice Dag, dated May 
22, 1895, at trial “Feld Middlesex May 29 

Sasoon & Go v Societe Colum 2 Belge de Navigation app of defts from 

judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated May 7, 1895 May 29 
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The Silver Mines of La Luz, 1d, and The La Yesca Gold and Silver Mines, 
ld vSmart appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated May 21, 
1895 May 30 

The N oleate West Griqualand Diamond Mines ld v Eisler appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Feb 19, 1895, at trial without a 

jury, Middlesex May 31 

King’s Universal Supply ld v The Singer Manufacturing Co & ors appl 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated May 28, 1895, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex May 31 


FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearing. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
1895. 

The Ulysses—1895—Folio 18 (salvage) T Wilson, Sons, & Co, ld & ors v 
Owners of Ulysses, Cargo & Freight appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated March 12, 1893 March 10 

The Caloric—1891—Folio 535 (damage) Direct Spanish Telegraph Co ld 
v Owners of SS Caloric app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 20, 1895 

The Greta Holme—1895—Folios 109 and 127 (damage) The Owners, 
Masters, & Crew of No 7 Sand Pump Dredger v Owners of SS Greta 
Holme app of dfts from order of Mr Justice Bruce, dated March 29, 
1895 

The Dione—1895—Folio 87 (damage) Thomas Inch v Owners of 
SS Dione app of plt from order of Divisional Court, dated April 3, 
1895 


The Kylde—1894—Folio 448 D Radford & Co Owners of Sandsend v 
Owners of The Kylde app of dfts from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 21, 1895 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1895. 


Thompson v Austin app of dft for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
and judgt, dated Jan 29, 1894, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and 
common jury, Middlesex (second day of sitting, by order) Feb 6 

Murray v Campbell app of pltf for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 25, 1885, at trial before Mr Justice Cave 
and special jury, Middlesex May 7 

Stables v Discount Banking Co of England and Wales ld_ app of dfts for 
judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated 8, 1895, 
at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and common jury, Middlesex 
May 13 

Hunter v The South London Music Hall ld _ app of pif for judgt or new 
trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated May 10, 1895, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and common jury, Middlesex May 20 

Van Hoboken & anr v Southern Counties Deposit Bank id *pp of defts 
for judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated May 17, 
nad trial before Mr Justice Grantham and common jury, Mi x 

ay 

“ee *y Goodsell, & Co ld v Moss Steamship Co ld — of defts for 
judgt or new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated May 10, 1895, 
before Mr Justice Kennedy and a special jury, Liverpool May 28 

Merritt v National Bakery Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
app from verdict and judgt, dated May 22, 1895, at trial before Mr 
Justice Collins and a common jury, Middlesex May 30 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
1895. 


In re Eckersley (expte The Debtor) from a receiving order made herein by 
Mr Registrar Hope, and dated May 15, 1895 

In re Anstruther, Mary Frances (expte The Debtor) from an order made 
by Mr Registrar Giffard, and dated May 2, 1895 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Inrgrtocutory List.) 
1895. 

Manufacturing Goldsmiths, &¢ Oo vy Thaddeus app of deft from order of 
Baron Pollock, dated May 15, 1895 May 21 

The Arno—1895—Folio 183 Hamburg-American Steamship Co & ors v 
Owners of Arno, Cargo & Freight app of SS Arno and ht from 
order of Mr Justice Bruce, dated May 15, 1895 May 20 

In re an Arbtn between A Waterfall and the Goldsmiths’ and General 
Burglary Insce Assoc 1d app of the Goldsmiths, &c Assoc from order 
of Baron Pollock, dated May 24, 1895 May 29 

Lynde v Waithman app of dft from order of Baron Pollock, dated May 
24,1895 May 30 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and Queen’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to Friday, May 31st, inclusive. 








hit wee org TO me House Purcuasers AND Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thorough] 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (Carter Bres.}, 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
MARRIAGE. 


Grnson—Kenpat.—June 19, at the Oratory, 
Bowden, Jasper Gibson, LL.B., solicitor, of 


ina, ter of Cuthbert Robert 
Ricaagpson—Lvucas.—June 13, at 8t. John’s Church, 


by the Rev. 
Thompson, D.D., Vicar of John’s, Cardiff, solicitor, son of 
i C.E.,B to Janet of Clement 
Leng : ners a Mary, daughter 


Hacxwoop.—June 13, at sa House, Staines, William of the firm of 
a va Hack wood, & Brown, solicitors, 2, Bond-court, Walbrook, B.C. 


Otp anp Rare Fiee Insurance Poxtores, &c., wanted to complete a 
ae by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
DVT. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fatnay, June 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep tm CHaworry. 
ALBION Soap tieees, Lamese—Crediinns sep Demian, Sse ag July 8, to send their 


names addresses, of their John Searie, 
20, Great Winchester st. Lindsay & Co, 6, Old Jewry, solors 

Inventions DeveLopment Synpicate, Limirep—Creditors are pet, on or before July 
17, to send their names and and particulars of debts or claims, to 
William Henry Burrell, 165, Fenchurch st. Crawley, 5, Chancery lane, solor 

Mexroan Tosacoo P.iawrations, Laursp— Petn for winding up, June 6, 
directed to be heard on Monday, June 24. Francis & Johnson, 26, solors 
for » Wotinn 65 SEgenEtS SNE Honey CED IENONT tay Sone meet ON One 
in afternoon of June 


ing must 
.- Soames Unitep Eee Co, yt Be eee on or before 
eir names addresses, 
ie nn ee eee taslasn Copthall 
uidator 

Vv Crocus Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 27, to send their 
‘names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Mr Thomas Carter, 
15, Smithford st Goate & Coventry, solors for the liquidator 

We Sorren Warer Syypicats, Liamreo—Petn for presented June 11 
directed to be heard before Vaughan J., on Jane ®. Hextall, 33, Basinghall 
st, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than six 
o’clock in the afternoon of June 23 

County Patating or Lancaster. 
Luorep m Caancery. 

New Norra Leeswoop Cottieries, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 
directed to be heard at St George's Hall, Li on Monday, June 24, at 10.30. 
Sim) & Co, 1, Water st, Liverpool, for . Notice of must 
reach the abovenamed not later than two o'clock in afternoon of June 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Lopae or Unirep Broruers, 12, Penn st, Curzon st, Birmingham. June 8 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, June 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep m Cmanozry. 
& Co, Lr —Creditors are on or before July 30, to send their 
Heseanas § Oo, are Cetin ef aoe Gs os damn bo 0, On, 
Staple inn. Harrison & Davies, 30, Bedford row, 
Li —Creditors on or before to send their names 
Tn eis Cs inn Goda abt tins ai aan el 
Austinfriars. Kerly & Co, 14, Great Winchester st, to liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Berntve Lopes, Orper or Drvivs Laverroot Distaicr, No. 2, Socrmry, Odd Fellows’ 
Hall, St. Ann’s st, Liverpoul. June 15 


as — —~) ae Socisty, Earl Dudley Arms Inn, Wellington rd, Dudley, Worcester. 
une 


Morea Farexpty Society, Railway Inn, Moira, Leicester. June 8 
Sr. Tuomas AmicasLe Bewerrr Socrerv, 22, South rd, Porteea. June 8 


§ 


S 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Furpay, June 7. 
Assotr, Saran Gartanp, Bournemouth July 1 Aldridge & Haydon, Bournemouth 
Arcuarp, Many, Calne, Wilts June 24 Gough, Calne 
Aven, Guess, Bectets Gia, Nanango, Fitzroy, Queensland June 30 Kimber & Co 


Racouu, Maney, Waterloo, Lanes, Gent July 18 Nicholas & Co, Altrincham 
Barrett, Freeperick Joux, Newmarket, Jockey July 15 Ruston, Newmarket 

Biacu, Lawazxce, Wylye, Wilts, Esq July 15 Rooper & Whateley, Lincoln’sinn elds 
Busu, Epwarp, Sawbridgeworth, Herts, Gent July6 Avery &Co, Finsbury pymt 
Cuzw, Juxsia, Bishopston, Bristol July 1 Gough, Bishopston 

Davis, Wavrszr, Gracechurch st, Provision Dealer Aug 10 Stephens& Son, Orchard st 
Davis, Tuomas, Codsall, Licensed Victuyller July 10 Stirk & Co, Wolverhampton 
Dawson, Tuomas, Lima, Peru, Merchant July 19 Webb & Co, Queen Victoria st 

| Danwe, Many, Folkestone Sept 29 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 

| Dunnam, Jonas, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Tailor July¢ Burridge & Co, Shaftesbury 
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Gtapwm, Ricnarp Hexrzy Goonwr, Mapleton, Derby, Captain June 24 Wise & Co, 

Graves, Gronar, Aldgate East Station, Licensed Victualler July 1 Chaldecott, 

Gairrix, Extex, Northwich June 20 Bradley & Son, Liverpool 

Hopasox, Rev Ricuanp, Dunham, Massey, Chester July 13 Nicholls & Co, Altrincham 

Hott, Jawes, Manchester, Gent July 18 Simpson & Simpson, Manchester 

Jackson, Wasurxaton, Town Thorns, Rugby, Gent July 18 Ashurst & Co, Throg- 
morton avenue 5 

Knouns, Witwtam, Frindsbury, Kent, Miller July 2 Robinson, Strood 

Lignrow.er, JonatHax, Low Moor, nr Bradford, Puddler July 1 Farrar, Bradford 

Locxwoop, Cuartes Harry, Ossett, Yorks, Chemist July 3 Chatham & Son, Hull 

Mattam, THomas, Oxford, Solicitor July 31 Mallam & Co, Oxford 

Mircur.t, James, Barnstaple, Draper July 12 Bencraft & Bosson, Barnstaple 

Napier, Jauns Mvevocn, York rd, Lambeth, Engineer July 6 Wilson & Co, Copthall 

Pappocx, Grorar, Ynyshir Glandovey, Cardigan Aug1 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 


Rosixsox, Lady Harner Marra Ross, Madron, Cornwall July 17 Trythall & 
y, Penzance 

Suea, Micaart, Southend, Commission Agent July 5 

Soromoys, Caarntes Micnaret, Abbey rd, St John’s Wood July 7 Collings & Co, 


Buckingham st, Strand ‘ 
Spencer, Puiiuirs, Roker, nr Sunderland, Gent Augi Gibson, Newcastle upon Tyne 


Taytor, Exizanetn, Kingston upon Thames July 1 Holcombe & Banks, Gt James st 


Wensrer, Taomas, Ripon, Builder July1 Wise & Son, Ripon 
we ee Avavstvs, Albemarle st, Piccadily, Gent July 1 Morrell & Son, 


0’ 
Warourt, Joun Warren, Tunbridge Wells July 18 Andrew & Cheal, Tunbridge Wells 


Saunders & Co, Coleman st 


London Gazette—Turspay, June 11. 
Aten, Fraaxces, Matheson rd, West Kensington July 12 Still & Son, New sq 
ALtLworray, Tuomas, King’s Cross rd, Pawnbroker July 10 Huxham & Rawlinson, 


‘ord row 
Bass, Jonn Frepericx, Holbeach July 11 Sturton, Holbeach 
Beernam, Antave Wit.14u, Dawlish, Barrrister at Law June 12 Lewis, South sq, 
Gray’s inn 


Bowwn, Cuartes Aubert, Dukinfield, Chester Boiler, Maker July 13 Barber, Ashton 
under Lyne : 2 
age y~ Saauieve, Cowley grove, Uxbridge July 10 Horne & Birkett, Lincoln’s 
Cuapman, Faepericx Barciay, King st, 8t James’s, Major July 5 Norton & Co, 
Cuay, Sanan Axx, Eldon st, Newcastle on Tyne July 31 Clayton & Gibson, Newcastle 


Dixwippir, pert, Northwich, Travelling Draper July 1 Trafford & Cook, North- 


Duncatr, Witt1am, Burslem, Staffs, Pawnbroker June 24 Hollinshead & Moody, 


ns 

Fixcn, Axx, South Hiendley, nr Barnsley July 1 Stacey, Sheffield 

Forty, Mary Exizanetn, Richmond, Surrey July9 Faithfull & Owen, Richmond 

Giesoxs, Joux Aszt, Gt Tower st July 10 Drayton, Queen Victoria at 

Hammonp, Saran Axx, Southampton July 9 Curtis & Ridley, Bournemouth 

Howsz.1, Euma, Clifton, Bristol July 15 Clarke & Sons, Bristol 

Inaizpew, Seuiwa, Bexley Heath, Kent Augi Larken & Co, Newark on Trent 

James, Joszrn, Aberdare, Travelling Draper July 18 Thomas, Aberdare 

Josern, So.omon, Cardiff, Pawnbroker July8 Bradley, Cardiff 

Niumo, Gronaz Witu1am, Anfield, near Liverpool, Cashier July 23 Banks & Co, Liver- 

Tito, Penraaco Temistocie Terenz1o Paciiarvini, Paddington, Professor of Languages 
31 


Wild & Wild, Lawrance lane, Cheapside 
Partrivar, Grorar Wisox, Oxford st, Fishing tackle Maker July 2 Tovey, 
hard st 


Paovuproot, Major Groror, West Kessiagien, Retired Major in Indian Army July 24 
Metcalfe & Birkett, Furnival’s in 
Le Qursnez, Joun Caries, St Helier’s, "1 of Jersey, Major General Augi Falla, Hill st, 


Jersey 
Quixy, Tomas, South Bank, York, Labourer July 6 Meek, Middlesborough 
Rossox, Tuomas, North Shields, Waterman July7 Brown, Saville st, North Shields 
Roozas, Wii1am, Denia, Alicante, Spain, Merchant July 23 Lloyd, Liverpool 
Russe.., Georce, Cedar rd, Walham Green July 22 Oliver, Corbet court, Gracechurch 
Russevt, Exiry Paruuirrs, 8t Leonards terrace, Chelsea July 1 Dawes & Sons, Angel 


Suaw, Hasan, Great Horton, Bradford July 15 Charter, Bradford 
Stapex, Witttam, Sandbach, Chester, Commission Agent Augi Pedley, Crewe 
Turwzr, Anprew, Hartlepool, Coal Fitter’s Clerk June 30 Timbrell, Martin’s lane, 
Wisieme Mone, Morpeth st, Kingston upon Hull July 25 Adamson, Hull 

London Gasette.—Fripay, June 14. 
Asrauam, Wi1114M, Newport, Builder Augi2 James Eldridge, Newport, lof W 
Aspzrsos, Jonny, Horton, Bradford Aug 7 Hutchinson & Son, Bradford 
Baker, Aun, Zeals, Wilts June 22 Rutter & Rutter, Wincanton 
Baxer, Mary Jane, Zeals, Wilts June 22 Rutter & Kutter, Wincanton 
Baxszr, Tuomas, Zeals, Wilts, Plumber June 22 Rutter & Rutter, Wincanton 
Barwarp, Susax Axx, Putney July 13 J Ruscombe & Co, Bridgwater 
Banwes, Euma Catuenine, Kirkdale, Liverpool July 25 T Martin & Co, Liverpool 
Bsacnam, Apzauam, Burrington, Somerset, Farmer July 17 Wood, Wrington 
Berry, Jons, Choriey,Gent July8 Morris, Chorley 
Berar, Betty, Chorley July8 Morris, Chorley 
Briaxe, Manoaretr, Wandsworth, July 27 Nash, Field, & Co, Queen st 
Bucxuax, Joux Bisnor, Cheltenham, Gent July 15 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Boxtoyx, Ricuarpv, Harthill, York; Licensed Victualler June 30 Hickmott, Rotherham 
Cuapwicx, James, Rochdale, Gent July 25 Strandring, Rochdale 








CocuraxE, Rome Bt Apres Gran’ Lincoln Aug1 W 
a “oad tham, Esq Aug codrooffe & 


Comprox, rol TGUSTA ms Eeeene, Poole Dorset July 23 Witham & Co, Grays inn sq 
Coorzr, Epwarp, Bolton, Corn Merchant July 11 Cooper, Bolton 

Corker, Avsest, Cresswell, Derby, Miner July 24 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
Coutpory, Ricnarp Owey, New Brighton, Gent July 31 Needham & Co, Manchest 
patria =n Wit.14m Rusurtoy, New Brighton, Gent July 31 Needham & Co, Manches- 


Covtsory, Epwarp Warsurtox, New Brighton, Gent July 31 Needham & Co, Man- 
chester 
Covetis, Harriet Bisnor, Ridgway, Devon June 24 Woolcombe & Son, Plymouth 


— Lupwie Emanvet, San Francisco, California July 1 Druces & Attlee, 
i 


iter sq 
Eowarps, Herseet,Glam July6 Evans, Aberdare 


Evays, Eizasetu Any, Blagdon, Somerset July 17 Wood, Wrington 

Ganpes, Louisa, Slough, Bucks July 5 Charsley, Slough 

Garpiner, WiLiiam, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Plumber July15 Grimwade, Suffolk 

Gazzarp, Excizanerts, Bristol July 26 Jno Chaffey Glyde, Bristol 

Gerarp, Evwarp, Redhill, Esq July i2 Wilkinson, St Neots, Hunts 

Gostixo, WittiAm Custirre, Fleet st, Banker July 22 Walters & Co, New square, 
incoln’s inn 

ones, «somal AGANzA Muntet Maup Tompxyns, Boscombe July 15 Gribble & Co, 
risto 

Greevuiit, Arruur Francis, Barnes, Surgeon July 20 Miller & Co, Savile row 

Hasacoop, Saran H., Finsbury sq Oct 24 Atkinson & Dresser, Finsbury circus 

Hawnsow, Geonos, Bradford, Butcher July 1 Farrar, Bradford 


ia, Wigekan Jouy, Mitcham, Surrey, Esq Aug1 Grover & Co, King’s Bench walk, 
emple 
Harrersiey, Tuomas Kitvixatox, Yorks, Spindle Manufacturer July 26 Ford & War- 
ren, 8 
Hicuter, Joux Joszea, Wandsworth rd, Gent July 24 Tilling, Devonshire chmbrs, E.0, 
—— Hermeica Brenan, Frankfort on Main, Bank Director July 16 Rehders 
cing lane 
wet... ni 1LLIAM Septimus, Stretford, Lancaster, Gent Aug 3 Diggles & Ogden, 


Manchester 
Howe ts, Exvizasern, Hirwain, Glam June 27 Evans, Aberdare 


Hurtox, Grorer, Castle Eden, Draper July 12 Macdonald, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Izop, Tuomas, Cottered, Hertford, Clerk in Holy Orders July 15 Vesey, Baldock 
Jenkins, Mary Lewis, Weston super Mare July 10 Fussell & Co, Bristol 

Jounsoy, Mantua, Dunmow July13 Wade & Co, Dunmow 

Lez, Samurt, Exmouth July15 Tozer & Co, Teignmouth 

Lewis, Tuomas, Birmingham, Carpenter July 13 Price, Birmingham 

Mauvenporrr, Emitiz Leopoupixa, Paddington July 20 Newton, South sq, Gray’s 


inn 
Mansu, Jous, Adlington, Lancaster, Barber July 13 Miller, Chorley 


Maertix, Admiral Sir Witt1aM Ew pee Upton Grey House, Bart, G.C.B. July 25 
Me & Pemberton, Whitehall 
Muttins, James, Yeovil, Somerset, Gent July 24 HS & 8 Watts, Yeovil 


Parkins, James, Derby, Gent July5 Gadsby & Co, Derby 

Pete, Lucy, Upper Phillimore grdns July10 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 
Putiiirs, Eowarp, Woolwich, Bootmaker Augi10 Stone, Woolwich 

Ravcurr, Harriet, Cheltenham July 20 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Reprats, Georaz, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler July 13 Price, Birmingham 
Reyye.t, Canzw Henay, West Kensington July 11 H Cubitt Ireland, Coleman st 
Rowe, Wii.14M Squire, Spreyton, Devon, Yeoman Augi J & 8S P Pope, Exeter 
Rows, Mary Any, Spreyton, Devon Augi J & 8S P Pope, Exeter 


Stuart, wWasaam, Newcastle on Tyne, Flour Merchant Augi1 Robert Brown, New- 





“en, Tuomas, Belsize avenue, Auctioneer July 31 Cronin & Co, Bloomsbury 
Taywor, Crarissa, Reading, Berks Sept4 Brain & Brain, Reading 

Turner, Mary, Burton upon Trent July1 J & WJ Drewry, Burton upon Trent 
Wars, Karuanine Jaxr, Wimpole st July 25 Pike, Old Burlington st 

Wattace, Amenia Faeperica, Almasq July 31 Jones, Gloucester 

Warts, Joszru Symoxps, Cambridge, Merchant Sept 29 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
West, Evizasetu Auiex, Badbrook, Glos July 31 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 
Wiystoxg, Mary, Chiswick July 15 Tatton, Lower Phillimore pl 

Wricurt, Jou, Linéoln, Farmer Sept1 Wilders & Son, Holbeach 


London Gazetite.—Tusrspay, June 18, 
Avcock, Marra Louisa, Burgess Hill July 20 Puleston, Sherborne lane 
Auiprep, Georce, Torquay, Licensed Victualler July15 Hewitt & Chapman, Nicholas 


lane 
Astiy, Eowarp, Accrington, Chemist July 1 Slinger, Accrington 
Barrow, Tuomas, Kilndown, Kent, Farmer June 26 Hinds & Son, Goudhurst, Kent 
Bop, Isaac Swinsurye, Singapore, Barrister at Law Oct1 Walker & Co, Theobald’s 


Booty, Soruia Corry, Brighton July 12 Oxley, Brighton 
Bovaees, Exiza, Weston super Mare July 20 Sibly & Dickinson, Weston super 


Caaxort, Gesnens, Wardour st, Violin Maker July 15 Shakespear, Bedford row 
Creax, Anruvur, Peckham rd July 29 Price, Bedford row 

Curtino, Mrs Kare, Brunswick gdns July 21 Gard & Co, Gresham bldgs 

Drapes, Evie, Liverpool July 25 Hosking, Liverpool 

Dounxix, Mantna, Margate July 15 Boys, Margate 

Esswortn, Exvizasetu, Laugharne, Carmarthen July 20 Barker & Co, Carmarthen 
Foster, Exvizaneru, Kingston upon Hull July 27 Laverack & Son, Hull 
Hansonye, Joux Tuomas, Canonbury June 28 Edwin P James, London wall 
Haves, Wiiuram, Ardwick, Slater July 18 C Preston & Son, Manchester 
Houiamey, Hexry, Tunbridge Wells July19 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

| Hurcutwson, Isapex Janz, Carlton, Victoria Augl1 Turnbull & Moody, Scarborough 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, June 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bureace, Witt1am Epwarp, Camden rd, Holloway, Com- 
mercial Traveller High Court Pet June 12 Ord 

June 12 

Cave, B Cave Brown mei. Lieutenant High Court 
Pet April4 Ord 

CuiLps, Gzores, tony r of W, Posting Master New- 
port Pet June 8 Ord June 8 

Coates, JOssrH, Marton, nr Middlesborough, Contractor 
Middlesborough Pet JuneS Ord June 8 

Cooxe & Co, nog * Merchants High Court Pet May 
14 Ord June 

Cravex, 
Gen: 


Ageusye Wiuuuam, Clarges st, Piccadilly, 
tleman h 


Court Pet Je a 25 Ord June 10 
Davigs, CHARLES, Licensed Victualler Car- 
diff Pet June 10 Ord June 10 


Dav ~ yom Burmantofts, ie Late Painter Leeds 
une 10 Ord June 10 

eh. Guanine and Wii.1am Howakgp, Burslem, Staff, 
Clothiers Burslem Pet June il Ord June li 

Ex.iott, Joszeu N, and Jonn Hyrwz, Enfield, Contractors 
Edmonton Pet Ma 16 Ord Jure7 

Evans, Isaac, Leather Worker Birming- 
ham Pet May 14 Ord June 12 

Foowi.t, Harry, and Guawzy Harpy Baker, Wolver- 
hampton, Hosiers Wolverhampton Pet Junel0 Ord 
June 12 


Fornercitt, Caarues, Liv l, Grocers’ Outfitter 
Liverpool Pet May31 Ord June 12 

Gissoy, Cuartzs Epwarp, ET ge Grocer Scar- 
borough Pet June - Me. Ord June 1 

a — Swansea 


Windsor Pet 


Grecory, 
Pet June ll Ord June 1 
Hanzis, CHaRges, Slough, Bucks, Butcher 
May 25 Ord June 
Hagtiey, WILLA Sroten, and Tsomas RicHarpsoy, 
Lenape Auctioneers Liverpool Pet April 6 Ord 
une 1 
Hawzey, Arraur WIi.u14m, = Flour Dealer Scar- 
borough PetJune 10 Ord June 10 
Ixes, Joun Tuomas, Weston super Mare, Boot Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet Tune ii P Ord June 11 
Lianaelhaiarn, Woollen Manufacturer Port- 
Pet June il Ord June 11 
KELLy, ry Joun, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Printer Burton- 
on-Trent Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
Lawzance, Davip, Treorky, Glam, Draper Pontypridd 
Pet June 12 Ord June 12 
Locay, Evcey Sopnta Marcaret, Birmingham, 
teur Birmingham Pet June 11 ae June 11 
Mapperson, Jou wares’, Durham, Farmer Middles- 
—-. Pet Ord June 11 
yo, = K "Wiations st, MP High Court Pet 
23 


June 12 
Onzam, Epwix, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manufacturer 
istol Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Ospounns, Exam, upon Hull, Watchmaker 
Kington upon Hull Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Rasonz, Tuomas, Smethwick, Staffs, Butcher West 
Bromwich Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

7" Mi yo — Padstow, Gent Truro Pet 


une 10 
Rivine, Wituiam, "Ormakitk, Builder Pet 
ee ae nr ey Late Innkeeper Halifax 





“9 Joun 


Liverpool 
Junel2 Ord June 12 - 
11 Ord June 


Surrn, WaALrTsn, ioe. Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
Aprill Ord June 7 
Syxzs, James | panne ~ 7 7 Solicitor Hudders- 
field PetMay27 Ord J 
ESSEYMAN, SAMUEL, Leeds, Dutcher Dewsbury Pet 
dune 10 Ord June 10 
Tomes, Cuartes Warwick, Eastbourne, Architect East- 
bourne Pet June 11 Ord June ll 
Usey, Joux, Liverpool Liverpool Pet June 11 Ord 
June ll 
Weurs, Wit, , Gardener Croydon 
June 10 Ord June 10 Bee 
nen, es ee Solicitor Huddersfield Pet 
Wnssaen Joun Jonzs, Rhyl, Furniture Dealer Bangor 
Pet June li Ord June 1 i 
Goods 


Voycs, Tuomas Ricuarps, AE Fancy 
Dealer Birmingham PetJune 12 Ord June 12 


Jannou, Jonx, Barkby Holt, Leicester, Farmer Sept 2 Harvey & Clarke, Leicester 

Jerrexy, Louis, Paris, Saddler July 17 Witham & Co, Gray’s inu oq 

desson, Jous Rosgrt, Horncastle, Lincoln, Wood Dealer July 31 Clitherow & Elsey, 
orncastle 


Jounsox, Samunt, Castle Northwich Chester, Accountant July 31 A & J E Fletcher, 
Northwich 


Kerr, Saran, Hackneyrd July 13 Hunters & Haynes, New eq 

Lape, Wi111am Carsweiu, Hyde Park, Distiller July 13 Park & Co, Kesex st 

Lampert, Hannizt Merviiie, Brighton July 25 Bird & Hamer, Bedford row 

Lees, Hawwan, Ashton under Lyne July 81 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 

Loac, Mary Exizasers, Putney June 30 Sloper & Potter, Wandsworth 

McDeamott, Anna Mania, Brompton Sept2 Gasquet & Metcalfe, Idol lane 

Ma.uett, Saran Ham, Plymouth July 18 Dobell & Northy, Plymouth 

Maxnzninas, Tuomas Aszanax, Gillingham, Kent, Gent July 18 Wood & McLellan, 
Mansz.L, Ann, Southport, Lancs Augi0 Yates, Southport 

Saran, Mrs Cuan.orre, Cheltenham Aug 1 Winterbothams & Gurney, Chelten- 


Mszson, Evizasetu Ann, Belsize Park July 22 Robinson, Brixton hill 





Wirrineer, Jonaxn Aveust 
& Higgs, Mincing lane 








Yar Wim, 8 Grocer Burton on Trent 


wadlincote, 
June 10 Ord June 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ene, ee eee June 2% at 12 Off 


Vv 
Barker, Exenezi Grocer June 21 at 3 
3 sche Og- | 
ancien Geores, W Solicitor June 21 at li 
ectioner June@Zlat 12 Off Reo, St 
ae ke ee 


Bucks, JonaTuay, Foreman June 24 at 11 
Off Ree, 22, ion ie 
Ms, yo hn Belsize Pk Pk, Hairdresser June 25 at 11 


Carey st. 
mer} ¥ , Timber Merchant June 25 
Bunracs, Anprew K, Palmer’s Builder June 25 
at 3 “Off Hee 6, ‘Temple paeryamale Tar 
Comme, A, Westminster, ‘lee 21 at 
Co oe Herpert, New a gg Lace Warehouseman 
une 21 , Carey st 
Euus, Wasa Los Jane 21 at 12 Off 
Ree, 
Penne AJ, Pi , Pccadly Gent June 26 at 12 Off Reo, 
el. ss 4 Optician June %atll Off 
row, Leeds 
Giacome1, James ANTHONY Fishcurer 
21 at 12° Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 
oo, Park row Losds, Wood Sawyer June2iatill Of 


Janxins, SypNey, Cardiff, House Decorator June 25 at 11 
Om hea 2 Queen , Cardiff 


st, 


Bowman, ek 
Peter’s Ch 


ILFRID, 
Ree, 


June 





Keuty, Ricnarp Jouy, Uttoxeter, Printer June 22 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 8t James’ chmbrs, 

Kirsy, Georez, a Oe June 24 at 3 
Off E ecaen Bene 

may Commission Agent June 26 

7 ea vista oe Li 

een a ¥ Victualler 

P a Hire — 108 ‘ord A 

‘OPHAM, NBY on Avon 

Mt June 24 at 11 ankruptey ies Carey mes 
RRETT, yo Luton, Farmer June 
Lion Hotel, Luton 

Ros 


Epwix, Glan Conway, Farmer June 25 at 12.15 
ellington, Salop, Cycle Agent June 21 
une 
Rec, Shrewsbury 
Suxpunox, XW, By Manchest Broker June 21 at 3.30 


meee Wasees Bowaen, Rochester, Drover June 24 


Sua 
quae rag oom Re June 24 at12 Crypt 


8 
— 5 Od mon 


Y Win, a= June @atll Of 
a TReo, Bt James’ ehmbrs, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Rane, toes, main, Se Wolverhampton Pet May 


Barry, ALrrep, Chiswich, General Dealer High Court 
"Pet Jan 29 ‘Ord June 7 


Co et Oak Jun a noe Stockton 
= Pet JuneS Ord June 8 ee 


Movttox, Cuartorrs Moors, Bath July 20 Merrick & Co, Broad st avenue 

Owex, Davin Evans, Oxton, Chester July 26 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 

Parstors, Tuom.s, Birmingham, Brassfounder July 30 Phillips, Birmingham 
Purtiirs, Epwarp, Woolwich, Bootmaker Aug10 Stone, Woolwich 
Power, Rev Prencs, Kirkdale July4 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 

Quanz, Atrrep, Maidenhead, Gent July 31 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 

Rosixs, Eurcy Mary, Watford July 21 Williams & James, Thames Embankment 
Rue, Wrui14m Cuartes, Brighton Augl Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 

Smurx, Tuomas, Hoxton, Pawnbroker Augl10 May &Co 

Sransrizip, Apranam, Newton Heath, Manchester, Grocer July 13 Pegge, Manchester 
Grou, Grouse, Gasman, Willesden Green, Gent July 29 Bridgman & Willcocks, 


Surros, Jouy, Scarborough, Major Augi Turnbull & Moody, Scarborough 
Texwex, Many Heyxy, Ventnor, of W July 16 Little & Mills, Stroud, Glos 
Travis, Joszru, Manchester, Publican July 13 Pegge, Manchester 
Wicks, Aupasy, Cambridge, Surgeon Augi Dinn, Gresham bidgs 

























































Daizrzicn Kant, Gimbsheim,Germany July 15 Rehders 


Ex.icorr, 
Het Hiay 20" Ord June 8 
Axsraus Hewny, eae, Provision Dealer 


Pet June 
G James _ 
‘“Srighton. Pet June 6 Ord June 
Gissus, Cuartes Epwanrp, Grocer Scar- 
Pet June iz t Ord June 
Cosme = High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord 
une 
Geseees os ——~ ype ee tad Swansea Pet June 


a AgrTauR Weems, Behe, Sais Den Dake 


Pet June8 Ord June 10 
Hy ~~] R apse herman Norwich Pet May 22 
‘une 
Joxzs, Jomx, Woollen Manufacturer 
Pet June 11 


June 11 
Builder Swansea Pet 


upon Hull jon Ord June 12 


Rane, Soe, ee, Saas West Bromwich 


Rivine, W: Ormakirk, Builder Liverpool Ord 
June 12 Ord June 12 
Ricuarp Grssoy, Covent Fruit Merchant 
Court Pet May 14 Ord June 
Sasarp, W: Halifax, Innkeeper Halifax Pet June 
11 Ord June ll 
Sree ee ee High Court Pet May 


Fonmneriee, Gace, Condy, Bale Dewsbury Pet June 
Vang, dam Liverpool Liverpool Pet Jume 11 Ord 
Wangs, bay Wagan, Beka, Gardener Croydon Pet 


Wugsana Ye Jounal nt en. ee 


Pet June? Ord June 11 
Grocer Burton on Trent 


Yas, Janus "Osk ame te” 
Rotioe ia substituted for that 


The 
in the London Gazette of June 11 :— 


Bow’ James Wiriiams, Hesex, Farmer E 
Chelmsford Adjud Jan Annul May 6 « 
London Gasette—Tusspay, June 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. " 
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Foxusy, Taouas, Burton on Trent, Contectionse Barton 
on Treat Pet June 15 Ord June 
Goenank, E W, Burslem, Mantle Maker Hanley Pet June 
5 Ord June 14 


Soom, Enwusr, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet June13 Ord 


Hampson y Jans Wiiu1am, Wigan, Tinplate Worker 
Pet June June 13 
Harnis, pro Hewry, Sutton Coldfield, Engineer Bir- 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Harvey, Henry James, Camborne, Saddler Truro Pet 
June13 Ord June 13 
eee, Seta, Blisworth Northampton Pet May 28 


une 
Horstsy, Wituiam, York, Joiner York Pet June 15 Ord 
June 16 


7 Saye Ferndale, Grocer Pontypridd Pet June 


J 
Jenkins, Hocmane, 2 Kenfig Hill, Glam, Ironmonger Cardiff 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Jouystox, Jony, Southwaite, Cumb, Farmer Carlisle Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 
Onl hant Dorchest Pet 
4 





une 


ian, he i Rottinghem, Printer Nottingham Pet 
une 1 


Seant aan, Branksome, Tranter Poole Pet June 14 
Ord June 14 

Mirronert, Gzonoz, Wakefield, 'Greengrocer Wakefield 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

Moors, Ex1, Bournemouth, Laundryman Poole Pet June 


15’ Ord June 15 
Movisox, Wittam Epwarp, Sheffield, Hairdresser 
Junel5 Ord June 15 


—- ~ err, Be Rendham, Farmer 
Panui Wir, bot Talbot, Glam, 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 


Roserrs, Witt1am, Garn Dolbenmaen, Butcher Port- 
madoc Pet June 13 Ord June 13 


Saunpers, C E, Liverpool, Hatter 
Sur ag Mi ble K 
TH, Samvuet, Liv - e Kee 
June 15 Ord June <e 


Ipswich Pet 
Watchmaker 


Liverpool Pet May 9 
Nottingham Pet 


Tuomrsos, Josgrn + son Brick Manufacturer Newcastle 
on Pet June 15 Ord June 15 


Turyen, Witte Haves, Tunstall, Earthenware Manu- | 
facturer 


Hanley PetJunei4 Ord June 14 
Wary gin Eacttingiey, Sailmaker Wakefield Pet 


Wane al, Jom Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Merthyr 
T. Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Wanner, Jouy Wiutiax, Bristol, Produce Broker Bristol | 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 


Watkins, Witt1am Ricuarps, Lianelly, Chemist Car- 
marthen 
Ord | 


Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
ix -% are Miller Salisbury Pet June 15 


Wospee, Meibien eg Journalist HighCourt Pet | 
Wi sen + mg | Eo Clapton, Frui 
oopwaRD, CHartes Epwarp, terer High | 
Court Pet April29 Ord June 13 ” 


The oem | amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette of May 21 : — 
Hous, James Surrn m, Fruiterer Stoke upon 
it Pet May i¢’ Ord May'16 ” 


The f is substituted for that 
Gazette of June 14: 


amended notice 

in the London Ganette 

Vorce, Tuomas Ricaarps, Birmingham, Fancy Goods 
Dealer Birmingham Pet Junei2 Ord June 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apcock, Anruur, Loughborough, Baker June 25 at 12.30 
Of He, I, Leicester ihe 


st, 
Asstice, Witiiam Cuanzes, Cardiff, egy Traveller 
June 8 at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardi 
Baut, Jouw Acyrep, Carnarvon, Coachbuilder 7 une 26 at 
Rewpan Crawshawbooth, Builder J 
RT WISTLE, wi ilder June 26 at 3 
Queen’s Arms Hotel, Rawtenstall ‘ 


Boup, Wittian, Norwich, Hatter June2%at12 Auction 
Tokenhouse 

Boston, Jeweller July 4at 12 Off Reo, 

waren, Jos ny, Grocer June 27 at 11.30 


seanok Ree, Weleal Epwarp, Camden rd, Commercial 
Traveller June 28 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey 


street 
Cane, Cavz Brows, Piccadilly, Lieutenant June 25 at 
st 


it June 25 at 12 

Cuaves, Avoeustus Wii14m, Piccadilly, Gent June 28 at 

Catrrs, Davin, Bu June 28 at 10.30 Off 
Rec, Dudley : 


Curiey, Taomas pam. 
il 


Barrow in Furness, Railway 
July 5 at Of Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Barrow in Furness 


Cardiff, Licensed Victualler June 27 at 


Cooxz & Co, 


Worker 
une 25 at 3 


Horstey, Wittiam, York, Joiner June 28 at 12.30 Off 
Ree, 28, Stonegate, York 
Iues, Jous Taomas, Weston super Mare, Boot Manufac- 
aa June 26 at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
ristol 
Jerrenizs, Josern, Bedminster, General Dealer June 26 
at 1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Jous, Jamzs Davin, Milford Haven, Grocer June 25 at 
11 Castle Hotel, Haverfordwest 
Jounson, Faeperick, Redditch, Grocer June 27 at1l 23, 
Colmore row, Birmin, 
Joyngs, Roper. Bet ee Stonemason June 28 at 12 
Crown Hotel, Pwllheli 
Maxrisvp, Joun "Grorae, Cropwell, Bishop. Licensed Vic- 
tualler June 25 at 11 Off Rec, Bt Peter’s Church 
walk, Nottingham 
Mrroarti | Georce, Wakefield, Sesnqpecse June 25 at 11 
Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefiel 
wre. Hearserr, Ropsle named June 2% at 12 Off 
Rec. St Peter’s Chure walk, Nottingham 
Morris, Beysamin, Cardiff, Grocer June 28 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
—= Epwiy, Kingswood, Boot Manufacturer June 26 at 
Of Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
zeta Frepericx, Rendham, Farmer June 2at2 Off 
Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich’ 
Ric aonee, Wriu1am Marrtyy, Southsea, Gent June 25 at 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
eee Wituiam, Dolbenmaen, Butcher July 3 at 11.45 
Police Court, Portmadoc 
Suearp, WittamM, Halifax, Innkeeper June 26at11 Off 
Rec, Town! chmbrs, Halifax 
Suimpere, Morris, Cheetham, Waterproof Maker June 
25 at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Sairn, Cectt Turopore, Heaton Norris, Grey Cloth Agent 
June 3 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market 
P 
Srowg.i., Witt1am Jouy, Bristol, Wheelwright June 26 
at1.15 Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, 





| Bassett, Cuaries, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor 
urt 


Syxes, James Watrer, Huddersfield, e Bolieitor: June 25 at 
8 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Vickers, Gzoncs Henny, Farmer June 26at11 Off Rec, 
Trinity House lane, 


Wattace, Vixcent, Walbrook, Wine Merchant June 26 


at 2.30 Bankruptcy bid; ” Carey st 
| Wasa, Wiit1am James, and Wavres Franxuin Heaven, 
, Chandelier Makers June 26 at 11 23, 


ham 
Wakry, Jonyn Wiiu1am, Bristol, Produce Broker June 26 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank chmb: Corn st, Bristol 
Wetsu, Ropert, Huddersfield, Solicitor June 25 at 2.30 
Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 
Wage Sr BrRwarp, ighgate rd, Solicitor June 26 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Wiiso¥, Taomas James, Kirkby Stephen, Farm Labourer 
July 6at 11.30 120, Highgate, Kendal 
Woopwarp, Cuartes Epwarp, Clapton, Fruiterer June 
26at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apcocs, Arraur, Loughborough, Baker 
June 13 Ord June 14 


Leicester Pet 


High 
mn ane , Salil, Engineer’s Manage 
Berrsrorp, Ratru Tuomas, - r 
Sheffield Pet June 13 Ord June 13 
Burracs, Wittiam Epwarp, Camden rd, Commercial 
Traveller igh Court Pet June 12 Ord June 12 
Cusirt, Rosert Wii114m, Hoxton st, Draper High Court 
Pet June 14 Ord June 14 
DoceKaL, ae iy im Tottenham court rd, Licensed 
Victualler ~~ Court Pet Mayi Ord June 15 
— Tsomas, Burton on Trent, Confectioner Burton 
mn Trent PetJune15 Ord June 15 
Haovs, Es Exnest, Leeds, Joiner Leods Pet June 13 Ord 
une 13 
Hampson, James Wituiam, Wigan, Tinplate Worker 
Wigan Pet June13 Ord June 13 
Hanzet, Hewry James, Camborne, Saddler Truro Pet 
une13 OrdJune13 
ej Georog, my pana Solicitor Manchester 
Pet May 22 Ord June 1 
ILLIAM, York, Cabinet Maker York Pet 
Junel4 Ord June 15 
sane - Tuomas, Ferndale, Grocer Pontypridd Pet June 
Ord June 15 
ieee oe ~% Dates, General Dealer Bristol Pet 
May 31 une 1 
JEyuins, eae Kenfig Hill, Glam, Ironmonger Cardiff 
Pet June 15 June 15 


JousstToyx, ea eee, Farmer Carlisle Fet June 
5 une 15 

Keesinc, Lovisa Resecca, Manchester, Furrier Man- 
chester Pet May 10 Ord June 14 

Lams, Witt1am, Nottingham, Printer Nottingham Pet 
June 13 Ord Junel13 

Les, Gzorcs, Branksome, Tranter Poole Pet June 14 
Ord June 14 

Less, Joszru meng ie Willenhall, Auctioneer Wolver- 
ham April 


24 Ord June 14 
efield, Wakefield 


MirtcHe.t, TB my Wakefiel 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

Movieos, Wittiam Epwarp, Sheffield, Hairdresser 
Sheffield Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Murcuiz, James, Matichester, Draper Manchester Pet 
pril17 Ord June 14 

Myzns, Tuomas oo, ey Colliery, Butcher Durham 
Pet June6 Ord June 12 

O’Barex, WILLiAM soaes st,M P High Court Pet 
May 23 Ord June 1 

Penpis, , Eason eS Hendham, Farmer Ipswich Pet 
une 

Paiwuirs, WILLian, Part Talbot, Glam, Watchmaker 
Neath Pet June 14 Ord June 14 

Rocgrs, Euma, uth, Dealer Poole Pet May 23 

Ord June i2 


Ricuarps, Witt14m Masry, Southsea, Gent Truro Pet 
Juneé Ord June 13 











Ricuens, Evwry, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet 
April 17 Ord June 15 
Roserrs, Witi1am, Garn Dolbenmaen, Butcher Port- 
madoc Pet June12 Ord June 13 
Sxorn, Cart Livery Stable Keeper Nottingham Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 
Srowett, WiLuiaM —. ane, Wheelwright Bristol 
Pet June5 Ord June 1 
Txompson, Josern, Jarrow, Brick Manufacturer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet June 15 Ord June 15 
Tones, Wituram Haves, Tunstall Hanley Pet Junel4 
Ord June 14 
Voror, Taomas Ricnagps, Birmingham, Fancy 
Dealer Birmingham Pet Junel2 Ord June 14 
Wat, Micuarr —e Sailmaker Wakefield Pet 
June l4 Ord June 
Watrens, Ropert Jour, Sathge, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet June15 Ord June 1 
Warren, Exvesr E, dieten, Shoe Manufacturer Col- 
chester Pet May 8 Ord June 13 
Wepor, Earvz, Freefolk Manor, Miller Salisbury Pet 
June 15 Ord June 15 
betas eT Journalist High Court Pet 
une 13 
Waricut, Heyxry Grayvits, Solicitor High Court Pet 
Jan 31 Ord June10 : 
Youne, Wituram Hewry, WoodGreen High Court Pet 
April5 Ord June 15 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of May 21, 1895 :— 


Houtins, James Suirn, Ey Fruiterer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet May16 Ord May 16 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 25.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Baiper 
WATER, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estates and 
Investments (see advertisements, June 8, pp. 2 and 6). 

June 26.—Messrs. Samuet B. Crank & Bing at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Freehold Family Estate ( advertisement, 
June 15, D. 4). 

June 26.—Messrs. Desusnan, Tzwson, Farmer, & Baives- 
Water, at The ead Hotel, Newport (Mon.), at 
3 p.m., Country Seat (pee advertisement, June 8, p- 6). 

June 26.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovsrizip, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Leasehold City Warehouses (see advertise- 
ment, June 1, p. 4). 

June 26.—Messrs. Rusnworta & Srevens, at the Mart, at 
2 p.m., Freehold Investment (see advertisement, June 15, 
p. 4). 

June 27.—Messrs. argo yg Tewson, Faruen, & Baiver- 
water, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., old Estates (see 
advertisements, June 8, p. 2). 

June 27.—Messrs. Faresroruer, Exv.is, Crank, & Co., at 
the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties, 
Residential Belates’ and City Warehouse (see advertise- 
ments, May 25, pp. saa ed une 15, p. 4). 

June 29.—Messrs. Danizt Sura, Son, & Oaxcey, at the 
Mart, at 1 for 2 ny Freehold Residential Estates (see 
advertisements, May 5, p. 1) 
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All letters intended fi for > ‘yebebiiion in a 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which im 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Poast- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper; 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxiorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf; 
5s. 6d. 


EDE AND SON, 


, ROBE Ad warens 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


f the 
To Her Madore, te — an ee Sow Bg wise to) 








ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law W: for Registrars, 
fo age and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


Town 











